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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK

2 March 1994

SUBJECT: IRA D. CONKLIN (IDC) SITE PLAN
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK (P/B REF. NO. 93-37)

To All Involved Agencies:

The Town of New Windsor Planning Board has had placed before it an
Application by Ira D. Ccnklin & Sons, Inc. for a proposed soil
reclamation facility located off River Road within the Town. The
project involves the development of the facility on an existing

4.4 +/~- acre development parcel, located to the east of River Road.
It is the opinion of the Town of New Windsor Planning Board that the
action is an unlisted action.

This letter is written as a request for Lead Agency coordination as
required under Part 617 of the Environmental Conservation Law.

A letter of response with regard to your interest in the position of
Lead Agency, as defined by Part 617, Title 6 of the Environmental
Conservation Law and the SEQRA Review Process, sent to the Town of New
Windsor Planning Board, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York 12553,
Attention: Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer (contact
person), would be most appreciated. Should no other involved Agency
desire the Lead Agency position, it is the desire of the Town of New
Windsor Planning Board to assume such role. Should the Planning Board
fail to receive a response requesting Lead Agency within thirty (30)
days, it will be understood that you do not have an interest in the
Lead Agency position.
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All Involved Agencies
Page 2,
Ira D. Conklin

Attached hereto is a copy of Sheet 1 of the site plan, with location
plan, for your reference. A copy of the Full Environmental Assessment
Form submitted for the project is also included.

Your attention in this matter would be most appreciated. Should you

have any questions concerning this project, please do not hesitate to
contact the undersigned at (914) 562-8640.

Very truly yours,

TOWN OF pwmuso ING BOARD

MARK J. ‘EDSALL, P.E.
PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER

Enclosure

cc: NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, New Paltz
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, Albany
New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation
NYS Department of Transportation, Poughkeepsie
Orange County Department of Health
Town of New Windsor Supervisor
Town of New Windsor Town Clerk
Orange County Department of Planning
State Clearing House Administrator
NY District Office, US Army Corp. of Engineers
Applicant (w/o encl)
Planning Board Chairman
Planning Board Attorney

A:CONKLIN.mk
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JOHN COLLINS
ENGINEERS, P.C. ..ccicoransronmarion enaineens

11 BRADHURST AVENUE « HAWTHORNE, N.Y. ¢ 10532 * (914) 347.7500 *» FAX (914) 347-7266

September 2, 1997

Mr. Mark J. Edsall, P.E.
Town Engineer

Town of New Windsor

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12550

Re: TPS Technologies
River Road

Town of New Windsor, NY

Dear Mark:

We have scheduled additional noise measurements for Wednesday,
September 10" at the River Road facility. The purpose of these
measurements is to identify current noise levels at the site and

adjacent areas. We plan to meet at the site at 4:30 PM and will
continue measurements for a couple of hours.

You are welcome to attend these measurements. By copy of this
letter we are also notifying Bobby Rodgers.

Sincerely,
JOHN COLLINS ENGINEERS P.C.

s

Philip J. Grealy, P.E.

cc: David Edwards, TPS Technologies, Inc.
Bob Rodgers, Town of New Windsor
Bob McGrew, TPS Technologies, Inc.

ki
1



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR ... m < /

555 UNION AVENUE
CC
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 m&kb L

(914).563-4610 Q.Qﬁmtbjg
FAX 914-563-4693

OFFICE OF THE SUPERVISOR

May 24, 1995

Mr. Bob Cavaluzzi

Citizens with Environmental Concerns
PO Box 222

Vails Gate, NY 12584-0222

Dear Mr(/ﬁgé;luzzi,

eived two letters at my office today. Both pieces of
correspondence were signed by you. The dates on the letters were May
10, 1995 and May 17, 1995.

The Clean Earth project and the Ira D. Conklin project are both still
under review by the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation. The Town of New Windsor Planning Board has had a
meeting with Clean Earth representatives on May 10, 1995 at their
regularly scheduled meeting. The minutes of that meeting are being
reviewed by our attorney. Ira D. Conklin representatives are
currently scheduled to go before the Town of New Windsor Planning
Board on June 28, 1995.

The complaint you filed with the Town of New Windsor Building
Inspector, Mike Babcock, was referred to one of our Town Engineers,
Mark Edsall. On May 18, 1995 Mark Edsall submitted a memorandum to
Mike Babcock regarding a Clean Earth project site review performed by
Mr. Edsall. He commented on your complaint and recommended that New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation review the
situation to determine if a violation exists.

On May 23, 1995, I spoke with the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation representatives who stated they conducted
a site visit to Clean Earth the week of May 15, 1995. I guestioned

them regarding the issue you raised and they informed me that they
did not consider your concerns valid.

I will be speaking to the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation Regional Director the end of this week to ascertain what
direction they are taking regarding this issue.

There are no public hearings scheduled on this issue, since the

concerns have been already raised and are being addressed. I suggest

that you call Mike Merriman (256-3042) at New York State Department =
of Environmental Conservation if you have any further questions

regarding soil erosion at the Clean Earth site.

Ll —— L SN, -



Mr. Bob Cavaluzzi
Page 2

If you need any other issues addressed, please feel free to call my
office.

Very t ours,

Gepftge J.(|Mey€Fs, Supervisor
own of Ng ndsor

GIM/dg
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Citizens United for a Responsible Environment (C.U.R.E.)
P. 0. Box <122
Yaile Gate, New York 12554-02Z22
May 10, 1995

-6eorge Mevers: Supervisor Town of New Windsor
535 Union Avenue

New Windsor, N. ¥, 12553

Dear George:

Thank you for arranging for_,a public meeting with the D.E.C.and some

of our concerned elected officials on Thursday, April 20th at the Temple
Rill School,

We were proud of our community as it respectfully voiced it
concerns regarding the impact of the incineration of contaminated soil
upon New Windsor with the propoced location and development of two
incineration facilities within the Towm’s limits. Me refer specifically
to James McGrane’s Clean Earth Inc. Operation on Mertes Lane and Ira
Conklin’s facility =n River Road.

Fleasze give ue an updaie= on what is occurring at both facilities and
when another public meeting can be scheduled to discuse these two
operations in the Town of New Windsor

Once again, we thank vou for your co operation in the past and look
forward to hearing from you so that we may infcrm the more than one
thousand five hundred pecple who have signed our previous petition. We,

the Citizens United for & Recponsible Environment {(C.U.R.E.3, believe it
is important to inform our community that ocur Town‘s elected offizizis dao

indeed welcome and, in fact, are listening to their voices of concern.

We look forward tc hearing from you.

b Nk

Bob Cdualu’z
Citizens for a Recponsible Environment (C.U.R.E.)

cc:dJean ann Mc Grane
Senator William Larkin
Accembl ywoman Nancy Calhoun

i oo
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555 UNION AVENUE ,
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 M. Echoedd_

(914) .563-4610 m. *@mbc.ocb
FAX 914-563-4693 S

OFFICE OF THE SUPERVISOR

May 26, 1995

New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation
21 South Putt Corners Road
New Paltz, NY 12561

ATTENTION: MS. JEAN-ANN MCGRANE

SUBJECT: CLEAN EARTH, INC. SITE PLAN
NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD NO. 91-20
//éu~>

are aware, officials of the Town of New Windsor have expressed
significant concerns both with regard to the Clean Earth operation as
reviewed by your Department, as well as the conditions currently
existing at the site. Recently, the Town's Consulting Engineer, Mark
J. Edsall, P.E. of McGoey, Hauser and Edsall Consulting Engineers,
P.C., visited the site with one of the Town's Code Enforcement
Officers. This visit was made pursuant to receipt of a complaint at
the Building Inspector's office from a concerned citizen.

The substance of the complaint involved a concern that erosion was
occurring at the site, including same from a large material stockpile
area at the west end of the site. Mr. Edsall advises me that the
stockpile appears to include construction and demolition type
materials. Since the Town is not aware of the source of this
material, we are unaware if any further, and possibly environmentally
hazardous, contamination exists. Mr. Edsall indicates that the
property owner has installed no soil erosion prevention measures
whatsoever, further indicating that silt and erosion runoff is
currently being directed to a stormwater culvert crossing under
Mertes Lane. He advises me that New York State Freshwater Wetlands
CO~9 exists on the north side of Mertes Lane, which is where the
stormwater culvert discharges.




Ms. Jean-Ann McGrane
Page 2

The purpose of this letter is to bring these concerns and
observations to your attention for whatever action you deem
appropriate.

Ve t yours,

Geogfge J& ers, Supervisor
Town of indsor

GIM/dg
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75-37

O Main Office
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)
) New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640

PC 0O Branch Office

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 507 Broad Street

Milford, Pennsylvania 18337
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
JAMES M. FARR, P.E.

30 August 1995
MEMORANDUM

TO: Michael Babcock, Town Building Inspector
FROM: Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer

SUBJECT: IRA D. CONKLIN SITE PLAN
FIELD COMPLETION REVIEW - 8/29/95

This memorandum shall confirm our field review on the afternoon of 29 August 1995 of the
subject site. The site review was held relative to the plans stamped approved by the Planning
Board on 10 January 1995, as well as the subsequent amendments thereto.

An overall review was made of the site as completed. It was noted that the overall site is in
substantial conformance with the site plans approved by the Planning Board. Some items which
should be noted for the record are as follows:

1. In some areas, the project landscaping has been slightly modified to suit the final
grading of the site, and adjusted to address modifications of the amendment. In
some areas additional landscaping was provided and in other areas some deletions
were made. In most cases, relocations of plantings were accomplished to
generally maintain the approved density. Planting spacing between individual
plantings was adjusted, in some cases, to suit the recommendations of the
landscaper, to insure proper growth of the plantings. In conclusion (for this item),
it is believed that the general intent of the landscaping plan has been maintained.

2. It should be noted that the gabion walls depicted on the plans for the north side
of the property have been replaced with rip-rap finish in some areas and sheet
piling in other areas. The finish seems suitable for the area.

3. Also along the north side of the site, the guard rail has been eliminated. The

chain link fence remains, which delineates the top of the slope. The Applicant
believes the guard rail is not necessary.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania
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30 August 1995

MEMORANDUM
PAGE 2

4. The handicapped access for the office building requires corrective work. The
sidewalk ramp slope does not comply with ANSI and State requirements. The lip
between the concrete curb drop and the asphalt pavement is excessive. The
handicapped parking space delineation on the pavement was not painted in the
required blue color. This must all be corrected.

5. As indicated on the site plan, the traffic circulation around the main process
building is one-way, in a clockwise direction. Pavement markings delineate this
circulation. It has been recommended that (in addition to the pavement markings),
at minimum, one "Do Not Enter" sign be provided at the southwest corner of the
building. The project owner indicated that he agreed and would install same.

6. It should be noted that the sewer ejector for the project has been re-located
interior to the building, rather than outside at the northeast corner, in a recessed
area of the building. The northeast corner is now occupied by the power
transformer for the building.

7. It should be noted that the project sign has not yet been installed.

Mike Babcock and I advised the Applicant that we would be awaiting reports and/or
correspondence from the Town Water Department, Town Sewer Department, NYSDOT and
NYSDEC as to their determination of acceptability of the completed construction. It is
anticipated that each of these reports will be available before the Certificate of Occupancy is
issued.

It is also noted that the Planning Board, as part of their review of the amendment of the site plan,
requested that an as-built survey be prepared and submitted to the Board. Apparently, the
NYSDEC is also requesting a copy of this as-built plan. Once this plan is received, and by copy
of this memorandum to the Planning Board Chairman, should any of the field adjustments
indicated above or the details of the as-plan require further review or consideration by the
Planning Board, I am sure Chairman Petro will advise us of same.

pectf ly su m d
Mark J l PE
Planning Board Engineer
MIJEmk

cc: James Petro, Planning Board Chairman
A:8-30-2E.mk
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. . O Main Office

45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

ﬁ' New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
PC O Branch Office
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 507 Broad Street
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
JAMES M. FARR, P.E.

24 August 1994 MEMORANDUM
TO: Myra Mason, Planning Board Secretary
FROM: Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer

SUBJECT: IRA D. CONKLIN SITE PLAN
NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD NO. 93-37

I have reviewed the minutes for 27 April 1994 relative to the conditional approval granted to the
subject project. As I understand it, four (4) conditions of approval were assigned. The following
are the four (4) items and their status:

1. Sewer Department Approval - Updated departmental review sheet dated 5-9-94 has
been issued, indicating approval.

2. Additional Noise Data for Full EAF - I have received supplemental information
from Phil Grealy, P.E. of John Collins Engineers which indicates compliance with
the Town Code provisions.

3. Noise Barrier - A note has been added to the approval plans indicating that the
noise barrier must be in place during unit operation.

4. Siltation Prevention - The plans now include soil erosion and sediment control
details and a plan.

Based on the above, it is my understanding that all conditions of approval have now been
satisfied. As well, I have received the site plan construction estimate from Shaw Engineering,
dated 19 May 1994. I have reviewed this estimate and it is my recommendation that same be
decreased to an amount of $96,530.00. The inspection fee should be paid on this amount.

Once this fee and any other outstanding fees are paid, it is my opinion that the site plan can be
stamped approved by the Board.

Resgztzﬁ bmé?/
Mark J. Egéall, P.E. '
Planning Board Engineer

MIJEmk
A:8-24-E.mk

@ Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania
&avl?Y
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August 31, 1995 . G s

STuLdty

*** James Petro, Planning Board Chair =~

James Nugent, ZBA Chair
Town of New Windsor
555 Union Ave.

New Windsor, N.Y. 12553

Dear Mr. Petro and Mr. Nugent:

Orange Environment has, for some time, been working with a local organization from
New Windsor named Citizens United for a Responsible Environment on matters relating to soil
incineration plants. We have serious concerns about such plants because they may entail
significant adverse environmental impacts and because neither New York State nor your
community have taken advantage of the State Environmental Quality Review Act in order to
examine these potential impacts in full and comprehensive manner.

On the basis of our review of documents released under FOIL to CURE, we have several
questions. First, the Short Environmental Assessment Form submitted by an engineer for the
applicant (dated November 1, 1993 and then redated August 18, 1994) acknowledges potential
adverse environmental impacts. Were these impacts fully assessed and weighed by the boards
before they took action on this matter? We have seen reference to a full EAF, but this was not
released to CURE. We request this EAF under FOIL.

Furthermore, there is concern regarding the advertising of this action. While IDC’s
engineer Gregory Shaw had described the project as “Reclamation of soil by incineration” on
the Short EAF, the Planning Board’s “legal notice” form of April 11, 1994 only mentions the
name “LD.C. Soil Reclamation” but omits the all important detail about incineration and in no
way describes the project.In the ZBA’s public notice published in The Sentinel on 10/12/94, the
project is described merely as “construction of office and storage building in P.1. zone with
less than the allowable front yard and more than the allowable building height.” Based
upon these notices, the public was not alerted to the intended use of the proposed building.
Potentially concerned citizens who may have commented had they known the intent for this
project were deprived of that opportunity by virtue of the wording. Because extensive public
concern now exists, we bring this matter to your attention along with a request that the Board’s
reopen all hearings and reconsider all matters for which legally required opportunities for public

//f _ @ @ prnted on recycled paper
7 &)




input was lost due to improper and insufficient notice. In addition to the matter of the notice, the
. negative declaration issued in this matter fails to adequately address the potential adverse
e environmental impacts involved, such as we have illustrated above. We, therefore, request that the
o Board reopen its review under SEQRA.

. The combination of the lack of informed public notice with the negative declaration issued
-=-2 - for this matter raises the possibility that the public of New Windsor has not been adequately

' protected in your respective Board’s actions. Reclamation of soil by incineration is a relatively
new technology. The potential for air quality problems, for traffic and noise impacts, for
inadequately monitored handling and disposal of hazardous materials, for area contamination
through escape of contaminated soils, and for other adverse outcomes is inherent in this project.
Furthermore, unpermited outcomes were found with the same company’s mobile unit just recently
in the town of Newburgh, where serious fugitive emission problems exposed the community to
materials being reclaimed and where proper community notice was not given.

In sum, please revisit these matters. I look forward to learning of your Boards’
conclusions.

Sincerely,

4

Michael R. Edelstein, Ph.D.
President, Orange Environment, Inc.




O Main Office
45 Quassaick Ave, (Route 9W)

& New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
O Branch Office
507 Broad Street
MCGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL Milfordo,ienn:yelvania 18337
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
JAMES M. FARR, P.E.

30 August 1995

MEMORANDUM

TO: Michael Babcock, Town Building Inspector
FROM: Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer

SUBJECT: IRA D. CONKLIN SITE PLAN
FIELD COMPLETION REVIEW - 8/29/95

This memorandum shall confirm our field review on the afternoon of 29 August 1995 of the
subject site. The site review was held relative to the plans stamped approved by the Planning
Board on 10 January 1995, as well as the subsequent amendments thereto.

An overall review was made of the site as completed. It was noted that the overall site is in
substantial conformance with the site plans approved by the Planning Board. Some items which
should be noted for the record are as follows:

1. In some areas, the project landscaping has been slightly modified to suit the final
grading of the site, and adjusted to address modifications of the amendment. In
some areas additional landscaping was provided and in other areas some deletions
were made. In most cases, relocations of plantings were accomplished to
generally maintain the approved density. Planting spacing between individual
plantings was adjusted, in some cases, to suit the recommendations of the
landscaper, to insure proper growth of the plantings. In conclusion (for this item),
it is believed that the general intent of the landscaping plan has been maintained.

2. It should be noted that the gabion walls depicted on the plans for the north side
of the property have been replaced with rip-rap finish in some areas and sheet
piling in other areas. The finish seems suitable for the area.

3. Also along the north side of the site, the guard rail has been eliminated. The

chain link fence remains, which delineates the top of the slope. The Applicant
believes the guard rail is not necessary.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania




30 August 1995

MEMORANDUM
PAGE 2

4. The handicapped access for the office building requires corrective work. The
sidewalk ramp slope does not comply with ANSI and State requirements. The lip
between the concrete curb drop and the asphalt pavement is excessive. The
handicapped parking space delineation on the pavement was not painted in the
required blue color. This must all be corrected.

5. As indicated on the site plan, the traffic circulation around the main process
building is one-way, in a clockwise direction. Pavement markings delineate this
circulation. It has been recommended that (in addition to the pavement markings),
at minimum, one "Do Not Enter" sign be provided at the southwest corner of the
building. The project owner indicated that he agreed and would install same.

6. It should be noted that the sewer ejector for the project has been re-located
interior to the building, rather than outside at the northeast corner, in a recessed
area of the building. The northeast corner is now occupied by the power
transformer for the building.

7. It should be noted that the project sign has not yet been installed.

Mike Babcock and I advised the Applicant that we would be awaiting reports and/or
correspondence from the Town Water Department, Town Sewer Department, NYSDOT and
NYSDEC as to their determination of acceptability of the completed construction. It is
anticipated that each of these reports will be available before the Certificate of Occupancy is
issued.

It is also noted that the Planning Board, as part of their review of the amendment of the site plan,
requested that an as-built survey be prepared and submitted to the Board. Apparently, the
NYSDEC is also requesting a copy of this as-built plan. Once this plan is received, and by copy
of this memorandum to the Planning Board Chairman, should any of the field adjustments
indicated above or the details of the as-plan require further review or consideration by the
Planning Board, I am sure Chairman Petro will advise us of same.

Mark J. 1, PE. >~
Planning Board Engineer
MIJEmk

cc: James Petro, Planning Board Chairman
A:8-30-2E.mk
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45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)
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CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
JAMES M. FARR, P.E.

22 April 1996

MEMORANDUM
TO: George J. Meyers, Town Supervisor
: FROM: Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Town Consulting Engineer

SUBJECT: TPS TECHNOLOGIES, INC. "STACK TEST" BURN
FIELD OBSERVATIONS 18 APRIL AND 19 APRIL 1996
MHE JOB NO. 87-56.2/T93-37

As per your request, on 18 April 1996 and 19 April 1996 the undersigned and Michael Babcock,
Town Building Inspector, visited the TPS Technologies (Ira D. Conklin) site during a portion of
the time where a "Stack Test" run was being performed under the review of the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation.

For the test burn, the plant was being run by Galson Company of East Syracuse, with the
cooperation of TPS representatives. The operations were being observed and tests being taken
by representatives of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, with
additional testing samples being taken by TPS. The laboratory being utilized was Envirotest Labs
of Newburgh, New York. Present from TPS during our observations were David A. Edwards,
P.E., Facility Manager and Blair W. Dominiak, Manager of Regulatory Compliance.

On 18 April 1996 sand "spiked" with no lead and sand "spiked" with low lead gasoline was being
introduced into the process. Rate of application was approximately 25 tons per hour, with
sampling being taken at multiple points in the stack. Sampling includes, but is not limited to,
NOx, carbon monoxide, total particulates, sulfur dioxide, benzene and lead.

During our discussions with Dave Edwards, he advised that they had performed a noise

evaluation regarding the operations, with all results being below or at the compliance threshold
for the Town Law. He advised us that they had identified two (2) equipment items which were

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania




22 April 1996

MEMORANDUM
PAGE 2

contributing to the higher levels for certain octave bands; TPS has decided to install noise
insulation materials to these two (2) equipment items so as to lessen their noise generation and
bring the overall site to an operation point well below the noise limits of the Town Code. As
well, Dave Edwards indicated that they would provide a noise "curtain" at the bottom of the
building doors to also lessen noise generation while the doors are open.

We also visited the site on 19 April 1996. At the time of our visit, TPS was processing clayey
soil materials spiked with fuel oil. Based on our observations of the operating equipment, it
appears that a processing rate of approximately 15 tons per hour was occurring. Generally, the
operation appeared nearly identical to the previous day’s operations. While we were on site on
19 April 1996 we had the opportunity to review and discuss the operation with Mike Merriman .
of NYSDEC. At the time we left the site, NYSDEC representatives were conferencing to discuss ~
the ongoing operations and test. No test data was available from the operations at this time;
therefore, we may wish to request same once the final results are distributed.

Respeetfully Submitted.

Mark J. Edsall, P.E.~
Town Consulting Engineer

MIJEmk

cc: Michael Babcock, Town Building Inspector
James Petro, Planning Board Chairman

A:4-22-E.mk
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James Loeb, Esq., Gregory Shaw of Shaw Engineering'and
Ira D. ConklinL III appeared before the board for this
. .. proposal. - . -

~ MR. LOEB: My name is still James Loeb and I’m
appearing tonight for Ira D. Conklin and Sons, Inc.
I’m accompanied tonight by Ira D. Conklin, III and by
John Ewasutyn from Ira D. Conklin and Sons and by Greg
Shaw, our design professional, engineering
professional. My client is the contract purchaser of
property on River Road. It consists of 4.44 acres, the
owner is Canada 0il Corporation. The owner has signed
a proxy permitting us to appear before you. You may
know it as the Norman Shotmeyer Terminal and the tax
maps, it’s section 9 block 1 lot 98. 1It’s zones PI.
ﬁ We’re before you tonight starting at the review
; procedure leading to site plan approval for a soil
’ reclamation facility. We seek to locate a soil
recycling unit on the property. We’ll be calling it
%. from time to time an SRU. Our papers will discuss it
\0 in that way. We’d like to introduce the project to you
this evening. We’d like to initiate the SEQRA
procedure by your assuming lead agency status. We
believe this to be an unlisted action. We filed a
short form. I’m sure that you will ask us to
ement us with a long form which we'll be doing.

=r—with you the operation of t

1t and after those presentations are
o refer the board to a letter tha
hen we had hoped to be able to

. pecause the DEC has
jurisdlctlon over this as well for permission and one
of the DEC’s requirements is that this unit an actual
test on the site that we propose to locate it on and
one of the things I’m going to ask you to consider when
you hear how the unit works is to agree that a test
would .be appropriate. We had thought that the DEC and
ny letter says so would schedule a test in November as
you can see, we’re still waiting to hear from the DEC

3




O Main Office
45 Quassaick Ave. (Royte 9W)
ﬁ New Windsor, New’York 12553
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McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 507 Broad Street

Milford, Pennsylvania 18337

CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
JAMES M. FARR, P.E.

26 January 1996

Ira D. Conklin & Sons, Inc.

92-94 Stewart Avenue !
P.O. Box 7457

Newburgh, New York 12550

ATTENTION: IRA D. CONKLIN, III, PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION SITE PLAN
NWPB NOS. 93-37, 94-23 AND AMENDMENTS

Dear Ira:

This letter is being written to supplement and correct information provided in our previous letter
to you dated 15 January 1996. Subsequent to issuance of that letter, we have received your letter
of 18 January 1996 and have reviewed the record information concerning the subject applications.
Based on that review, it appears that note no. 11 included on the amended utility plan
(Application No. 94-23) included an error which modified the hours of operation previously
approved by the Town Planning Board. Based on our review of the Town records, and as
accepted by the Planning Board at their meeting of 24 January 1996, the hours of operation, as

previously approved by the Planning Board (per Note 11 on 93-37 application drawing), are as
follows:

"ILD.C. will accept and transport soil between the hours of
6:00 am. to 6:00 p.m.,, Monday through Friday. LD.C. will
operate the soil remediation unit only within hours of 6:00 a.m. to
10:00 p.m., six days per week. This excludes maintenance on the
unit."

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania



Ira D, Conklin
& Sons, Inc. Page 2 26 January 1996

We are hopeful that this appropriately corrects and clarifies the approval as granted by the Town
Planning Board, correcting the information referenced in our 15 January 1996 letter.

If you have any further questions regarding the above, please do not hesitate to contact the
undersigned.

Very truly yours,

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL
CONSJLTINSG ENGINEERS, P.C. !

7z

cc: George J. Meyers, Town Supervisor
TPS Technologies, 81 River Road, New Windsor, NY
James Petro, Planning Board Chairman

A:CONKLIN2.mk
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March 11, 1998 25

TPS

MR. LUCAS: Two guick items, one TPS, that project, if
you read this, they finished it up last week and I
guess they had 30 days to notify us we were one of the
agencies they had to notify.

MR. PETRO: Was that the work they did to rehab their
burner?

MR. EDSALL: Yeah, I’m not sure what the condition was
but I reviewed that with the Supervisor.

MR. LUCAS: That is done. On the other thing Tom
Petro, no relation to Jim Petro, of Garden Drive,
called me and said they are bringing f£ill into Ceasar’s
Lane, to the property on the corner of Ceasar’s and 9W
where they have a mining permit to take it out, now
they are bringing f£ill in, he didn’t know if it’s
proper to do.

MR. PETRO: I haven’t really noticed that, obvicusly
I’'m there.

MR. LUCAS: I think they are bringing the fill from TPS
because it is that black soil.

MR. BABCOCK: I can check that out.

MR. LUCAS: He asked me to bring it in front of the
board again but I have an idea that is where it’s
coming from is TPS.

MR. PETRO: Anybody out there?
MR. LANDER: No, nobody at all.

MR. PETRO: I have one other item, I just wanted to ask
Michael, New Windsor Mall there across from Shop Rite,
I had mentioned about the parking, the striping it
still isn’t done, has anybody ever contacted the owner?

MR. BABCOCK: Yes, we have, he explained to us that for
snow removal he takes the wheel stops out and removes
those and that he’d be putting those back in the very
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near future because we didn’t have very much snow this
year, he’s going to restripe the parking lot and that

he would talk to Bob Rogers as far as the no parking,

stopping, standing signs.

MR. PETRO: Which need to be opposite the parking
because people parallel park on the front of it and if
you are parked in the, you know, the striped parking
which is supposed to be there, you can’t get out.

MR. BABCOCK: He was very willing to work with us and
just a matter for snow removal.

MR. PETRO: So you are working on it?
MR. BABCOCK: Yes.

MR. PETRO: Anybody else have anything? Motion to
adjourn.

MR. STENT: Motion to adjourn.

MR. LUCAS: Second it.

ROLL CALL

MR. ARGENIO AYE
MR. STENT AYE
MR. LANDER AYE
MR. LUCAS AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

Respectfully Submitted By:

/\

Frances Roth
Stenographer

o ———r———



May 14, 1997 37

CONKLIN - RIVER ROAD

MR. LUCAS: This has to do with the soil thing down on
River Road. I have been working on my property which
is right across the street from there and a couple
things that we had mentioned at the last public hearing
w@th them, one, the door never closes, they said that
they would address that problem. I had Mr. Lander come
down and I have been there for six hours a day, never
saw the door come down once. I asked if they can keep
the dust down the best they could, the dust is getting
worse. And the noise level because of the doors being
open just not fair to the area, the people in the area
and I’d like the board either we send a letter or what,
I don’t know.

MR. LANDER: Well, Mr. Chairman, I was there with Mike
and the back door was closed to that building, back

doors closed, front doors open. Why not open the back
door, keep the front closed, let the noise go to the
river. I mean, I was there, the thing is noisy.

MR. KRIEGER: Aren’t you worried if the noise went to
the river, the Scenic Hudson people would complain?

MR. LANDER: I don’t care, those people don’t pay any
‘taxes, we’re concerned about the taxpayers in New
Windsor, somebody had gone over there and asked them
that their backup alarms were annoying them, this was a
resident, so what did they do, they unplugged the
backup alarms, so now they have got machines running
back and forth inside with no backup alarms, which 1is
against the safety regulations.

MR. BABCOCK: Ron, just one thing and I was down there
about the backup alarms and they got new backup alarms
the day I was there on the loader, it’s much quieter
but it meets the requirement.

MR. LANDER: When was that, Mike?

MR. BABCOCK: Early on.

MR. EDSALL: Right after the first complaint about the
backhoe.
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MR. LANDER: I was there last week, backup alarms you
have got to be able to hear it, now I’m only 100 feet
away, 150 feet away and I couldn’t hear it and that
machine came all the way to the front of that building.

MR. EDSALL: They might of taken further action since
we were there.

MR. LUCAS: The only concern that I had I talked to
Ronny about, I noticed that they can’t, of course they,
when it goes into the soil burner, they can’t burn the
rocks, they have a screen that separates the rocks
first from the soil that has to be treated, those rocks
are going into a LaMella dumpster, they are not treated
in any way, where do they go if they are not treated
and already part of the soil, where do they go?

MR. EDSALL: That is DEC’s problem to be honest with
you.

MR. LUCAS: That is it.
MR. EDSALL: Relative to the noise and the dust issues,

the supervisor has, myself, the town attorney, the
assistant fire inspector and with some assistance from

"Mike Babcock looking into the noise issue as to best

address that so there’s going to be some action taken
on that probably very shortly.

MR. PETRO: 1In lieu of us sending a letter, let them
continue.

MR. EDSALL: Just so you know there’s some activity on
that, the other issue about the dust, I really believe
that it would behoove the town to have, if there are
dust problems, complaints, written complaints because I
don’t know that there are any on record right now and
that I think is alsoc a violation of the town ordinance
which if they receive a number of complaints and are
able to go down and document that it is really )
occurring, I would think then that the town could issue
an order to recommend a remedy on that as well.

MR. LANDER: Mr. Edsall, I was the down there, I spoke
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to one resident, you know what his reply was, I said
you have to complain in writing, I said, and if you can
get a petition up that would be even better yet, signed
by everybody that is having a problem with this. You
know what he told me, most of the people here are older
people, they don’t want to get their houses burned

down. And I just looked at him, I said what are you
talking about? He said they are afraid of
repercussions. I said tell them not to be afraid of

anything, be afraid of the dust, noise and everything
else but that was, they wouldn’t do it.

MR. PETRO: So you are handling it, working on it?

MR. EDSALL: Actually, Supervisor Meyers has assigned
that job to Assistant Fire Inspector, Mr. McDonald so
and we’re just here to provide him with some technical
assistance.

MR. DUBALDI: Motion to adjourn.

MR. LUCAS: Second 1it.

ROLL CALL

MR. DUBALDI AYE
‘MR. STENT AYE
MR. LANDER AYE
MR. LUCAS AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

Respectfully Submifted By:

nces Roth . 1/414?7
Sténographer O




August 13, 1997 60

TPS

MR. LUCAS: Very quickly, I was going to ask Mike but
there’s, I understand there’s a project on River Road
from TPS where the old house is on the left and he put
a new road in, I don’t know if you noticed that or not,
they put roads in and they put, it’s supposed to be a
lawyer and doctor’s office from what I understand they
have got cuts in the road.

MR. EDSALL: The house that has the piece of plywood
with the street number painted on it?

MR. LUCAS: Yes.

MR. EDSALL: I believe it’s the same site as the person
came into the workshop and asked questions and we told
them that any change in use of the property would
require an application being made.

MR. LUCAS: He'’s developing that, it’s all leveled,
there’s roads, he’s putting gravel in now.

MR. KRIEGER: Doesn’t the statute require that before
even grading?

MR. LANDER: He didn’t make a formal application.
MR. EDSALL: Didn’t make an application.

MR. BABCOCK: We'’ll check him out.

MR. EDSALL: I'm sure we can check that out.

MR. LUCAS: That is it.

MR. LANDER: Motion to adjourn.

MR. DUBALDI: Second it.

ROLL CALL
MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. STENT AYE

MR. LANDER AYE
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MR. LUCAS AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

Respectfully Submitted by:

ity S
Frarlces Roth

Stenographer



September 10, 1997 28

IPS

MR. EDSALL: Just a note of interest, the people over
at TPS are performing noise evaluations of their
operation and that is where I was before I came here
and that is where I am going now. We did have at least
one passerby scream messages to us, probably he didn’t
know I was not an employee of TPS but nonetheless, when
we get those results, I will advise this board and
obviously, the supervisor, who is asking that I
personally monitor all of it.

MR. LANDER: Mark, 1s it a fact that the door cannot be
shut?

MR. EDSALL: The door when it’s shut doesn’t touch the
ground.

MR. LANDER: It’s a few feet short, like about what
ten.

MR. EDSALL: At least six or eight but from the bottom
of the door down is a very heavy canvas tarp and what
I’'m doing right now is making them perform the testing,
the evaluations while all the equipment is operating,
including the loader. They just finished with the door
up, now it’s with the door down and the tarp up and
they had some problems and now when I go back, they are
going to try to do it with the tarp down as well.

MR. LANDER: That is why they can’t close the door, Mr.
Chairman, there is no bottom to it.

MR. LUCAS: Was it designed that way?

MR. EDSALL: Apparently for some reason, instead of
having a solid door all the way to the ground, the door
has the bottom section being canvassed instead of a
solid door.

MR. LANDER: Why, to let the noise and dust out.

MR. EDSALL: Well--

MR. LUCAS: When they submitted the plans, did they

o ————— - —
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have canvas door?

MR. EDSALL: Planning board gets site plans, so I don’t
believe that you would have ever known. The point is
if they don’t meet the noise ordinance with this canvas
thing hanging down, they’ve got a problemn.

MR. LANDER: Mark, they can’t shut the door as far as
I'm concerned they said that the door would be shut,
the door in the back shuts all the way.

MR. PETRO: You can’t put blame on the building
department when they reviewed the plans, you would
assume that when someone says they are putting up a
garage door, that it would go from the ceiling to the
floor.

MR. EDSALL: I don’t think that the code requires that
you have a door that touches the ground, the code

requires that you meet the noise ordinance. If they
meet the noise ordinance with the canvas, the
discussion’s over. If they don’t, they have a problemn.

MR. LANDER: They said they could shut that door, they
can’t.

MR. BABCOCK: Yes, they can. They are shutting it, it
doesn’t go all the way to the ground.

MR. PETRO: Why does the door not go to the ground, is
there a reason for it?

MR. EDSALL: As I said, I have no clue why you would
want to have a door that has the bottom piece canvas.

MR. PETRO: If it was $1500, they didn’t want to buy it
is the reason?

MR. BABCOCK: It looks to me like when are they ordered
and I don’t know but the door seems to go to where the
foundation, there’s a foundation that sticks out of the
ground, you know what I mean, so there’s a ten foot
building or a 50 foot building and that is where the
door comes to.
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MR. EDSALL: So it is either the engineer who picked it
wrong or the architect or maybe it’s the contractor who
read the plans wrong but we don’t know, it will
probably--

MR. BABCOCK: They designed the building that it would
sit flat on the ground, now they raised it up.

MR. LUCAS: I have never seen the upper part of the
door, just a bi-fold door on the side ever extended

fully.

MR. LANDER: I have, that is when I said guess they
can’t close the door.

MR. PETRO: Any other subjects? Motion to adjourn?
MR. LANDER: So moved.

MR. LUCAS: Second it.

ROLL CALL

MR. STENT AYE
MR. LUCAS AYE
MR. LANDER AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

Respectfully Submitted By:

Y

F ces Roth
Stenographer
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

535 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12333

JAN-17-2002 @9:28

1763
15 January 1996

Ira D. Conklin & $ons, Inc.
92-94 Stewart Avenue

P.0. Box 7457

Newburgh, New York 12550

ATTENTION: JRA . CONKLIN, ITI, PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: 1.D.C.SOIL RECLAMATION SITE PLAN
NWPB NOS. 93-37, 94-23 AND AMENDMENTS

Dear Tra:

The Town of New Windsor has received copies of correspondence, Permit Transfer, Renewal,
Extension & Correction notifications and other permit correction correspondence in connection
with your site plan located on River Road within the Town. In making a review of the content
of these items, the Town has become aware of an apparent inconsistency between the permit
issued by NYSDEC and the approval granted by the Town of New Windsor Planning Board.

Reference is made o the “Permit Transfer, Renewal, Extension & Correction” notification dated
13 November 1995 from the New York State Department of Environmenta) Conservation,
addressed o T.P.S.T.Soil Recyciers of New York, Inc. Under Section C - Correction of Special

Cenditions, Paragraph I, the hours of operation were apparcatly amended to permit operation of
21 houvrs per day, Monday thru Saturday.

Please be advised that the plan approved by the Town of New Windsor Planning Board included
a note as follows:

"I.D.C.will accept and transport soil between the hours of 6:00 a.m. o 6:00 p.m.,
Monday thru Saturday. 1.D.C.will operare the soil remediali >n unit only within the bours
or 6:00 a.m, to &:00 p.m._,six days per week. This excludes maintenance on the unit."
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73232 F.03
[ra D. Conklin
& Sons, Ync. Page 2 13 January 1996

Please be advised that the hours of operation are a condition of the approval from the Town of
New Windsor Planning Board; theretore, notwithstanding the limits refarenced in the NYSDEC
permit, the hours of operation as approved and restricted by the Town of New Windsos Planning
Board remain in full force and cffect as a condition of your site plan approval. Compliance with
these hours of operation is required.

You are reminded that any other conditions of the approval granted by the Planning Board also
remain in full force and cffect and are not modified by any permits issued by other regulatory
zgencics. There is, of course, the opportunity for Ira 1. Conklin & Soms, Inc. o apply to the
Planning Bourd for an amendment of any of the approval conditions, by application to the Town
Planning Board.

I you have amy questions concerming the above, please do not hesitate to contact the
undersigned.

Very ttuly yours,

 Edsall, P.E,
Town Gﬁnsultlng Engincer

MIJEmk
ce: George J. Meyers, Town Supervisor
TPS Technologies, 81 River Road, New Windsor, NY

James Petro, Planning Board Chairman

A:CONKLIN.mk

TOTAL P.@3




TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553
Telephone: (914) 563-4615
Fax: (914) 563-4693

June 2, 1997

Ms. Fran Shapiro
P.O. Box 222
Vails Gate, NY 12584-0222

SUBJECT: T.P.S. TECHNOLOGIES SITE
RIVER ROAD - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

Dear Ms. Shapiro:
I am in receipt of your May 18th correspondence concerning the TPS facility on River Road.

The permit to operate is issued by the NYSDEC. The regulatory responsibility rests with the
NYSDEC. The monitoring of soil burning operations is the responsibility of the NYSDEC.

The facility has been in operation since 1994 with a Construction Permit (temporary permit)
issued by NYSDEC. A final permit (operating permit) is now being considered by NYSDEC.

There have been three specific complains regarding this facility recorded at Town Hall since 1994.

The Environmental Impact Study issue will only be addressed by the Planning Board if TPS files
an application for an Amended Site Plan.

Very truly yours,

James R. Petro, Jr.
PLANNING BOARD CHAIRMAN
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

mlm
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A. /66’/@7096
M. Edsall

& State Department of Environmental Comewntidn/'—@”ﬂ \

New York

"7 22X Office of the Regional Director " 8 foclgces
. - & 21 South Putt Corners Road, New Paltz, NY 12%61-1696 N | 0 \gg‘( \ M. BabcoK
(914) 256-3000 FAX (914) 255-0714 J \ S 2.5 Hembiods
S L pyDS0OR AR
TOWR Pz ORS OEFIC )
June 9, 1997
Dear Interested Parties:

Enclosed please find o fact shoet and letter from the New York State Department of Health (DOH) regarding the Air
Certificate to Operate and the modified Solid Waste Management Permit issued by DEC vn June 6, 1997 to TPST
Soil Recyclers for the soil remediation unit (SRU) operated by the company on River Road in the Town of New
Windsor.

As you may know, the SR1J has been operating of this site since November 1995 umder a Solid Waste Munagemént
Permit, o State Pollutants Discharge Elimination Systems Permit and an Air Permit to Construct. In May 1996, the
operator of the facility succcssfully completed a stack test of the air cmission source, as requircd in the Air Permit to
Construct. In Scptember 1996, the New York State Department of Heallh prepared a Preliminary Asgessment of Air
Contaminant tmpacts. DEC uscd the results of thess studies, and the comments of peaple in the conumuity, to
negotiatc with TPST_to develo it conditiony which are more stringent then those ed when the facili
first started opgrating. These negotiations were conlinuing ully, and DEC anticipated beuig able to provide a cra
of the revised pormit conditions for public revicw prior o issuing the permits. However, on May 30, 1997 TPST
exencisad its right under the law which governs permit issuance, known as the Uniform Procedurcs Act (UPA), and
requested that DEC issue the permits within five business days, that is, by June 6, 1997. There is po statutory

rcguircmcnt in UPA for public review when permits must be issued within five business days.
DEC belicves these permit conditions, as reflected in the Air Certificate to Operate and the modified Solid Waste

Management Permit, are sufficiently protective of human health and the environment. The enclosed letter from DOH
also supports the permit conditions.

Pleasc consult the last page of the fact sheet for further information about contacting DEC or DOH staff for additional

information. :
arc Moran
Regional Director
Region 3 ,‘}
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation e
Region 3
21 South Putt Corners Road, New Paltz, NY 12561-1696 -
(914) 256-3018 FAX (914) 255-0714
Joba P, Cabll
Acting Comminloner

FACT SHEET
TPST SOIL RECYCLERS OF NEW YORK INC.
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR, ORANGE COUNTY
JUNE 1997

Background

TPST operates a soil desporption unit for the treatment of petroleum-contaminated soils, also called a soil
remediation unit (SRU). Soil contaminated with petroleum products is heated in a rotating drum with &
burner fired by #2 fuel oil (the kind used for home heating oil and as diesel fuel), causing the petroleum
products in the soil to evaporate. Exhaust air carrying the petroleum from the dryer goes through a
“baghouse” filter, to remove solid and liquid particles, and an afterburner, where the petroleum and other
combustible materials are burned at a minimum of 1550°.F , before the exhaust is released from the stack
of the facility.

The facility has been operating_since Mgy 1995, originally by Ira D. Conklin and Sons, and since
November 1995 by TPST, at a site on River Road in the Town of New Windsor. The facility was issued
DEC permits to operate a solid waste management facility, construct an air emission source and discharge
storm water to the Hudson River. The permits were issued by DEC after the Town of New Windsor, as
lead agency under the State Environmental Quality Review Act, found that the facility would not have a
significant impact on the environment and that no environmental impact statement was required. The
permits tequired, among other things, that before any petroleum-contaminated soil be brought for
treatment that the 80il be tested to prove that it meets DEC’s permit requirements; that a stack test be
performed, and established limits for certain emissions to the air.

During May and June 1996, TPST performed the required stack test of the soil desorption unit to
determine that it could meet the standards DEC had set for emissions to the air. The results of the stack
test were satisfactory, and on October 17, 1996 the company applied to DEC fbr an air certificate to
operate, the final step in the air permit process. DEC then had 15 days under the Uniform Procedures Act
(UPA), to either issue the certificate with the same requirements as the Air Permit to Construct, not issue
the certificate (for sufficient reasons) or issue the certificate with additional requirements.

In September 1996, the New York State Department of Health (DOH) distributed a Preliminary
Assessment of Air Contaminant Impacts, TPST Soil Reclamation Facility which indicated that typical

levels of the air emissions did not indicate significant risks to public health, but that there were areag of
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uncertsinty which warranted a more careful assessment. The report also included recommendations for
improving the permits,

TPST agreed to two extensions of the Air Permit to Construct, which allowed the company to continue
to process soil and allowed TPST, DEC and DOH to address the issues raised in DOH’s report. DEC
agreed to the extensions because the facility passed the stack test in May 1996.During that time, DEC was
working closely with the company and with DOH to resolve the differences between the Air Permit to
Construct and the issues raised by DOH. The extension of time for the Air Permit to Construct expires
on June 30, 19957. However, on May 30,1997, TPST requested that DEC issue the air certificate to
operate since the 15 day processing time under UPA had expired. On June 6, 1997, DEC issued the
certificate to operate and a8 modified Solid Waste Management Permit to TPST, with more stringent
operating conditions than in the Air Permit 1o Construct.

Health Department Concerns/Recammendations and DEC Responses

A : concluded
that although thetr analysxs did not mdncatc any sngruﬂcant risks to pubhc health, there were areas of
uncertainty which warranted a more careful assessment. DOH made specific recommendations, many of
which are incorporated in the Air Certificate to Operate and the modificd Solid Waste Management
Permit.

1. Inconsistencies between the Air Permit to Construct and the Solid Waste Management Permit
regarding hours of operation and soil acceptance limits for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)
were corrected.

2. The “permissible” VOC destruction efficiency of the afterburner was increased to 99 percent,
through negotiations with the company. New York State Air Pollution regulations require a
destruction efficiency of at least 96 percent.

3. The soil acceptance limits for polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and total halogenated organic
compounds (TOX) were lowered so that they meet DEC’s Air Guide I. The PCB concentration
has been reduced to 0.25 part per million (ppm) from 1 ppm. The TOX limit has been reduced to
100 ppm annual average with a 500 ppm maximum, The Air Permit to Construct limit for TOX
was 1000 ppm. Coupled with the 65,000 tons per year limit of soil contaminated with waste
oil/non-virgin petroleum products, or soil from industrial or agricultural sites, this effectively
reduces the maximum permitted annual PCB emissions to one-tenth of the maximum annual
emissions under the Air Permit to Construct and the reduces the TOX limit to 4 percent of the
maximum amount of the Air Permit to Construct.

4, More refined air modeling was done which determined that ambient impacts of emissions will be
less than the estimates in the previous model. Dispersion will be improved through increasing the
stack height which will increase dispersion of all emissions from the stack , reducing the maximum
ambient concentration to meet the guidance in Air Guide 1.

- OIS
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5. Soils contaminated with other than virgin petroleum products, known as industrial/agricultural
soils, must be tested for seven additional metals, PCBs and TOX. All soils must also be tested for
total petroleum hydrocarbons, benzene and lead.

6. All untreated soils must be stored inside the building so that vapor emissions from the untreated
solls are not likely in hot weather.

7 On a case-by-case basis, any soils contaminated with metal concentrations will be reviewed and
must meet Air Guide I concentrations,

Operating Conditions in the Original Air Permit to Construct and the Solid Waste Management
Permit

These remain unchanged in the Air Certificate to Operate and the modified Solid Waste Management
Permit:

1. The SRU can treat non-hazardous petroleum contaminated soils at the rate of 25 tons per hour,
21 hours a day, 6 days a week, 52 weeks a year, or up to 163,800 tons per year.

2. The SRU can only treat soil containing the following petroleum products: gasoline, diesel fuel, jet
fuel, #2 fuel oil, #4 fuel oil, #6 fuel oil, kerosene, lubricating oils, and petroleum waste oil.

3. The SRU can treat soils which are contaminated either with virgin petroleum products from non-
industrial or non-agricultural sites or contaminated with waste/oil non-virgin petroleum products
or soil from industrial or agricultural sites.

4, All soils must be tested before they are brought to TPST and soils fed into the SRU may not
contain more than 10,000 ppm of petroleum products or 1 percent by weight.

5. Soils contaminated with virgin petroleum products from non-industrial or non-agricultural sites
must be tested for petroleum hydrocarbons, benzene and lead, while soils potentially containing
other contaminates are subject to more extensive testing requirements,

Revised Operating Conditions in the Air Certificate to Operate and the Modified Solid Waste
Management Permit

1. Of the 163,800 tons per year, the SRU cannot treat more than 63,000 tons per year
(approximately 40 percent of the total) of soil contaminated with waste oil/non-virgin petroleum
products or soil from industrial or agricultural sites.

2

Soils contaminated with waste oil/non-virgin petroleum products or soil from industrial or
agricultural sites must be tested for petroleum hydrocarbons, benzene, PCBs, (TOX) and &
number of other metals.




3. The annual average acceptance limits for PCBs is reduced to 0.25 parts per million (ppm) from
the | ppm limit in the Air Permit to Construct, which is equivelent to a 90 percent reduction , with
the 65,000 tons per year industrial or agricultural soils limit, of PCBs,

4. The annual average acceptance limits for TOX is reduced to 100 ppm from 1,000 ppm in the Air
Permit to Construct, which is equivalent ot a 96 percent reduction, with the 65,000 tons per year
indusrial or agricultural soils limit, of TOX.

5. Before air can be exhausted from the stack, 99 percent of the particulate matter must be removed;
99 percent of the total VOCs must be removed, and 99 percent of the benzene must be removed.
In addition, there are limits for the emissions of sulfur dioxide and carbon monoxide.

6. The height of the stack must be raised to 40 feet, 8 feet higher than in the Air Permit to Construct,
to improve dispersion and reduce the concentration of emissions at any given point.

Additional Information

Copies of the permits may be obtained by contacting Ellen Stoutenburgh at (914) 256-3018,

Questions about the Air Certificate to Operate should be directed to Robert Stanton (914) 256-3048,

Questions about the modified Solid Waste Management Permit should be directed to Alan Fuchs at (914)
256-3137.

Questions ebout the Prelimi s i i
should be directed to John Hawley, Ph D. at (518) 458 6438

st V66997
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.. STATE OF NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

Urniverslly Place Abay. New York 12203

Barbare A. DsBuono, M.D., M.P.H, Dennis P. Whaien
Commissioner of Health Executive Deputy Commissioner

June 6, 1587

Michael D. Merriman

Deputy Reglonal Permit Administrator

Division of Compliance Services

Region 3

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation
21 South Putt Comers Road

New Paliz, New York 12561-1686

Dear Mr. Memriman:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the revised dreft permit oonditions for the
TPS Technologies thermal desorption facility in New Windsor,

One of the permit conditions requires TPST to increass the height of the stack on its
facility. This will increase dispersion of all contaminants emitted from the atack,
reducing the maximum ambient concentration corresponding to a given emission rate.
In addition, refinements in the air modsling method used by DEC stef to calculate
ambient impacts of emissions indicate that ambient impacts will be less than the
estimates using the previous modesl and presented in the Now York State Department
of Health Preliminary Assessment report of September 1606,

As in the previous permit, TPST ig prohibited from treating any solls that are clsssified
as hazardoue wastes. Al solls must be testad for total petroleum hydrocarbons.
benzene, and lead before being accepted for treatment. Soils contaminated by any
petroleum products other than virgin petroleum product (referred fo a¢
industrial/agricultural soils) must alec be tested for seven additional metals, PCBs, and
total organic halogans (TOX). Under the ravieed permit conditions, TEST would not be
permitted to treat more than 88,000 tcns of the latter solis in any 12-month period (40%
of the total permitted capacity).

The permit for operation of the tharmal desorption facliity presumes that any PCBs in
treated soil will be emitted as air contaminants in the stack gasea. If, in fact.some
PCBa wera destroyed, emissions would be raduced. The pravicus permit conditions
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allowad treatment of 184,000 tons per year of suil containing a maximum PCB
conceniration of 1 ppm. The proposad revised pammit condition for PCB concentration
in industrial/agncuitural soils would be 0.25 ppm. Thus, the maximum permitted annual
PCB emissione under the new conditions would be one-tenth of the maximum permitted
annual emissions under the previous permit condition, Thig, combined with the
incraased atack height and the refined dizpersion model, yislds w projected maximum
annual aversge PCB conocentration in the ambient air that mesis DEC's air guide
concentration (AGC) for PCBs. This resolves a concem expressed in the DOH report.

Another of the concamns expressed in the DOH report wag that the soll acceptance limit
of 1000 ppm for TOX was much highar than ievels of halogenatad organics In typles!
urban soifs. This appears 1o be confirmed by racords for sails treated at the TPST
facility. TPST records reviewed by staff of our depsriments indicate that less than 1%
of soils treated in the first year had more than { ppm TOX. Some portion of the
halogenated crganic compounds in the soil would be desiroyed in the afterburner.

The revised pamit wauld lower the TOX limit (which applies only to
industrisiagricultural soils) to 100 ppm average per 12 month period and a 500 ppm
maximum. This carresponds o a theoretical maximum of 8.6 tons of TOX compounds
per ysar. The previous permit condition was 1000 ppm In all gollg, which cotresponds
to a theoretical maximum TOX compound content of 164 tons per year. Comparing the
maximum penmitted amounts of halogenated compounds under the origina! and revised
parmit conditions, the quantity under the ravised permit is 4% of the maximum amount
under the previous pemmit. Thig reduction, together with the improved disparsion from &
higher stack, will yisld a corresponding decraase In potential impacts on ambient alr.

Plaase let me know If you have any questions about these commants.

Sinceraly,

Joht K. Hawley, Ph
R rch Director
Division of Environmental Health Assessment
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553
(914).563-4610

FAX 914-563-4693 GEORGE J. MEYERS
OFFICE OF THE SUPERVISOR TOWN SUPERVISOR
July 21, 1997 M. Maoor)

Michael D. Merriman

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Environmental Permits

21 South Putt Comers Road

New Paltz, NY 12561-1696

RE: T.P.S.T. Soil Remediation Facility: Modification for MGP Soils
Dear Mr. Merriman:

This letter is in response to the Notice of Complete Application in the above-referenced
matter dated June 16, 1997 and the Negative Declaration on the modification.

The Town of New Windsor is vehemently opposed to the issuance of the modification
of the Air Operate permit and Solid Waste Operate permit presently under
consideration by the DEC. The Town of New Windsor's position is that the DEC has
sidestepped the statutory approval process.

The Town of New Windsor has a series of questions to pose to the DEC. ltis
requested that they be answered in full before further consideration is given to this
matter:

1. The T.P.S.T. plant has only been operating since June 6, 1997 with their
“operating” permit. Why is the DEC acting as quickly to modify the
Air Operate permit and Solid Waste Operate permit?

2. Does the DEC acknowledge receiving the present appjitation on or about
April 4, 1997? Why was no notice given to the Town Planning Board of
the Town of New Windsor, which at or about that time was considering
the applicant’s request for an expansion of the plant? Why is the
DEC segmenting the issues? Why is the DEC ignoring documented
public controversy on this application by not calling for a public hearing?

3. Why did the DEC not schedule a public hearing before issuing the
Negative Declaration on the modification request by T.P.S.T.? Why
did the DEC bypass the notice and public comment proceedings?




AR e e

Why did the DEC not include the Town of New Windsor as an mvolved
agency in the review process for this modlﬁcahon?

Why did the DEC not include the site plan review in front of the Town of -
New Windsor Planning Board with the overall review for the modification
permit? Why is the process being segmented which is contrary to
SEQRA? -

Why does the DEC not regard the permit modifications and the Town of
New Windsor project application for expansion of the facility as a joint
project on the part of the applicant when the attorney for the applicant,
Albert J. Pirro, Jr., Esq. ties them jointly? In this regard you are advised
of Mr. Pirro's statement to the Town of New Windsor in his letter dated
July 8, 1997 which states:

“To ensure prompt compliance as far as current operations
were concerned, the site plan application for the expansion
of the facility was withdrawn and we concentrated on the
operating permit.”

Why does the DEC disregard the statement of the applicant, ira Conklin,
to the Town of New Windsor Planning Board on April 27, 1994, which was
an authorized representation on which the Town Planning Board of New
Windsor relied, wherein Mr. Conklin stated as follows: “We are

limited to the type of soils we can take in. We cannot take in any
hazardous materials. All we are dealing with is your everyday

gasoline station oil, home heating oil.” (Attachment #1) How does the
DEC reconcile “everyday gasoline station oil” and “home heating oil” with
coal/tar wastes which include sulphur dioxide and hydrogen cyanide?

It appears that the New Windsor Planning Board was mislead, since
T.P.S.T. acknowledges that they treat MGP at six of the seven plants in
the United States. Why doesn’t DEC require a draft Environmental
Impact Statement before any modifications to the permit are approved?

How does the DEC reconcile the fact that the previous 7.P.S.T. permit
was granted for petroleum-based products and the present application
seeks to expand the umbrella to MGP/Coal Tar Wastes? How does the
DEC explain that MGP waste can be destroyed by the same thermal
desorption process currently used to remediate petroleum contaminated
soils at the facility, but nevertheless the DEC requires that the MGP soil
be separated by Jersey Barriers from the other soils which are already
permitted at the facility?

In the event of a mishap whereby MGP soils are mistakenly mixed with
PCS soils at the facility, and burned, what would be the worst case

w
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- scenario of combining the two? ’

: 10.. In what manner has the applicant agreed to operating conditions.

s which limit-emissions below the major source thresholds for sulphur
dioxide, thereby “capping-out” of the requirement for permit under
6NYCRR Part 201-6 in Title V of the 1990 Clear Act Amendments; and
what are the operating conditions imposed on the permittee in the event
the permittee exceeds the major source thresholds for sulphur dioxide?

11. Where will the MGP waste be stored on the site, indoors or outdoors?
if the MGP is to be stored outdoors, have the potential run-off problems
to the Hudson River been considered? By the same token, if the MGP
waste is to be stored indoors, has the potential deleterious health effect
of the hazardous components in the MGP waste been considered for the
workers? In that regard, has the NYS Department of Labor been
contacted and queried; and has the Federal OSHA Agency been
contacted and queried?

12. Have the potential deleterious health effects of the hazardous
components in the MGP waste been considered with respect to the
neighboring residents and the public in general? Has the DEC
considered the effect of even trace emissions of sulphur doixide and
hydrogen cyanide from the plant on area residents with hyper-
reactive airways, better known as bronchial asthma, as reported by a
medical doctor, John Parrinello, a resident of the neighboring Town of
Cornwall and Board-Certified in Allergy and Clinical immunology?
(Attachment #2) -

13.  What is the DEC threshold for sulphur dioxide and hydrogen cyanide?
Equally important, what is the proper threshold for sulphur dioxide
and hydrogen cyanide, as queried by Dr. Parrinello?

14.  What does the DEC engineer, Robert Stanton, an air quality engineer
for the Regional DEC office, mean when he notes in aecent newspaper
article that sulphur dioxide is “definitely a contaminant of concern?”
(Attachment #3)

15, What agency established the Annual Guidance Concentration (AGC) for
the three contaminents listed, sulphur, cyanide, and polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons? Did the DEC contact the NYS Department of Health to
request an evaluation of the health impacts of the three contaminents,
and to ascertain if the Department of Health concurred with the AGC
on which the DEC relied?
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16.

17.

18.

18.

20.

21.
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Has the DEC conducted an analysis to determine the potential impact
of the contaminants, sulphur dioxide and hydrogen cyanide, in an
established mixed-residentia/commercial area, as well as the adjacent
public recreational resource, the Hudson River?

Has the DEC performed or reviewed an analytical comparison between
the concentration of the contaminants, sulphur and cyanide, contained

in the MGP waste, and the indicated permit tonnage limit? Has the DEC |

imposed any constraints so that the annual tonnage limit for release of
the contaminants shall not occur in any concentrated period, such as
one week or one month? - In other words, has the DEC considered
mandating the annual discharge into an even flow over the course of
the year so that the discharge cannot be concentrated into an
abbreviated period?

Has every single contaminent and hazardous substance in the MGP’s
been listed in the permit application and have discharge limits been
established for each one? How does the DEC intend to monitor the
operating parameters of the permits special conditions which allow
acceptance of waste from industrial sites and agricultural sites? How
does the DEC intend to monitor the vast number of pollutants and
contaminants which could be processed at the facility without an
appropriate review of potential impacts? In that regard, why has the
permit not been made contaminant specific?

What is the DEC rationale for one-stack test? The Town of New
Windsor deems that numerous stack tests, as well as a representative
worst-case test, should be used to establish the permit limits.

Has the DEC performed any random on site testing at the facility to
date? If so, how has the applicant fared with the DEC test(s)? Will the
DEC require an On Site Environmental Monitor (OSEM) relative to the
proposed MGP burning at the site?

Can the DEC explain in laymen’s terms whether it is true that

hydrogen cyanide is a colorless gas or liquid used prlrﬁamly as a rodent
exterminator, and that it is extremely poisoness, even when mixed with
air? Can the DEC confirm or disaffirm that some of the effects of
hydrogen cyanide cause such symptoms as headache, vertigo, nausea
and vomitting and that high concentrations may cause parallysis,
convulsions and even respiratory arrest? Is it true that as little as 100
parts per million cause asphyxciation within 30 minutes, as stated by

a representative of a Pennsylvania manufacturer of gas measuring
equipment?

L
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Can the DEC explain the attributes of sulphur dioxide in laymen's terms?
Is it true that sulphur dioxide is literally absorbed into the respiratory
system and that it is a powerful irritant that can aggrivate the symptoms
of people suffering from asthma, bronchitis, emphysema and other lung
diseases, as reported by the Chemistry Department of the U. S. Military
Academy at West Point?

Will restrictions on the proposed MGP buming be included in the permit
to restrict operation during significant weather events? (i.e. inversions or
time periods of non-attainment of EPA Ambient Air Quality Standards)?
Has the DEC contacted the EPA with respect to the despersion of
emissions from the MGP bumning? What does the DEC mean by the
statement that the dispersion of emissions over a large area wili result in
little or no concentrated odor impacts, and does the DEC mean the
Hudson Valley at large or the immediate surrounding areas?

Why did the DEC process the application when Section 16 and Section
18 of the application were not completed and signed off by the required
licensed Professional Engineer or Architect?

Has the DEC approved any other permanently sited MGP waste
burning operations the State of New York? If so, where are those
locations and what is the capacity of each? What has been the
experience of DEC with this type of plant?

Why has the DEC proceeded to consider the present permit application
when the applicant is already in violation of its existing permit and site
plan conditions in the Town of New Windsor? Why did the DEC not
contact the Town of New Windsor authorities to ascertain the bona fides
of the applicant at the already-established facility in New Windsor?

Is the DEC aware of the fact that the applicant has already been

issued two violations by the Town of New Windsor Fire Inspector’s office
returnable in Justice Court in the Town of New Windsor on July 31, 1997,
and of a conference between the applicant and the applicant’s attorney
and officials of the Town of New Windsor which resulteq in a compliance
representation letter from the applicant’s attorney concerning already-
existing problems? (Attachment #4) How does the DEC rationalize that
if the Town of New Windsor cannot trust the applicant to shut the door
as required, how can the Town rely on the representation from the
applicant that it will burn only the contaminents that it is approved to
treat?

Will the DEC require further controls with respect to closing the doors
at the facility, including a timed operating door in light of the violations




and bad neighbor practices of the applicant in the Town of New Windsor?
Will the DEC require any alarm system at the site?

28. Finally, in light of all of the foregoing, why doesn't the DEC reopen the
SEQRA process and issue a positive declaration on the applicant's
request for a permit modification? By the same token, why doesn't the
DEC coordinate the application process properly, to include site
plan review, and bring in the Town of New Windsor Planning Board as
an involved agency, thereby avoiding improper segmentation?

We look forward to your reply.

Very trul ;

' —

/G’eorge Myéﬁaewisor
GJM/dg

cc: Mark Edsall, P.E.
Philip Crotty, Attorney for the Town
Pat Hines, McGoey, Hauser and Edsall
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the only vapor and there’s no order to it, it’s ste

is what it is. ’ gzkkkém:r
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MR. PETRO: Steam would dissipate before it got--

MR. CONKLIN: I think the steam dissipates within 30
feet at the most on a real cold day. —

- MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Not to start any problems, what about
the Fisherman’s Asscociation, Hudson River Association,
2all these people, are they going to be looklng at thls,
DEC have total control?

MR. LOEB: DEC has got all control of that aspect of
it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I’m not looking to start trouble, you
cover yourself, we cover ourselves.

MR. LOEBR: You’ll hear from our landscape architect how
he has identified visual enhancements on the site and
I/11 let him explain to you when he makes his
presentation we may be the only area on River Road with
industrial use and tanks that has taken that into
consideration. There’s no need or reason to have shiny
tanks anymore certainly not for what we’re doing so
we’ve considered that we think that we’re going to be
virtually invisible from the river and we think we’re
going to be a pretty good neighbor. Remember, as
vyou’ll see on this site plan, the railroad crosses our
property. We’re on both sides of it, so that it’s not
as i1f we'’re operating in virgin, untouched territory.
That railroad has been there and the tank farms
including Shotmeyer have been there.

MR . CONKLIN"/L m goinc to take you through a guick run
ci now —pPlant works for one day’s opewtion how it
would work and then I‘1l tTurn it over td®reg. When =z
y tank is dug and out c©f the ground and cofitaminztion is
encountered, we notify DEC and a spill number is given
out, classified &s diesel fuel or gasoline. The soil
is then stockpiled on site on plastic and covered with
plastic. Test sample is taken of that soil. There'’s a
window that you can therﬂanv treet soil. t can’t
exceed so many parts per million of gas or of oil. It

[
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has to be within that window. If it exceeds that “,qf
”‘window,-;pggugnﬁalternate;methodcwill&have +o be:used. ?‘-"
" We're Jimited to the type of soils we can take in. We
~  cannot take in . any hazardous materials. All wve're

~dealing wiLh TEUYSUYrBVEry day gasoline station oil,
home heating oil.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Which pertains to your business.

MR. CONKLIN: VYes. Once that socil has been tested, and
we find that it’s within our tolerances, within that
window, we can accept it, we’ll receive a copy of that ”7
test. We’ll then schedule ‘the trucks to come in and we
schedule the trucks to come in. It’s not going to be
one of these things that 20 trucks show up on site.
They come in at the time we designate and who we
designate because to bring the soil into that facility,
they have to have a 364 Permit and our facility has to
be labeled so the trucking is scheduled by us. Once
the material arrives, one of our employees will take a
grab sample out of the truck. And we can, there’s a
machine that fingerprints the soil to match, what they
said it was, it’s nothing any different, there’s
nothing that is not supposed to be in the soil. It
goes over the scale, it’s weighed, it gets backed up on
to the concrete pad and dumped. We process the soil by
screening down to four inch minus, that material is
stored in the rear tank, and then taken from that tank
at another time and put through the treatment unit. L
The treatment unit then puts it right into the front
<ank which is finished product. We have to take every
day’s work and keep it in a separate pile inside of
that tank until it’s tested and once .it comes out
clean, we can then haul it awav.

o

M

2. PETRO: Who’s doing the finazl testipg?’

h,‘iﬁ-n‘;

.

MR. CONKLIN: Envirctest is doing our testing aznd it’s,
we’ve made arrangements that they’ll come down every
morning and take yesterday’s sample and go ahead and do
the testing. -

MR. P
York
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v o
o
m .e
@)

N Y

They azre doing it as representetive for New
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DRAKE, SOMMERS, LOEB, TARSHIS & CATANIA, P.C.
ATTORNEYS 8 COUNSELLORS AT LAW
BERNARD J. SOMMERS ADAM L. RO
JAMES R.1OEB ONE CORWIN COURT KAREN COLLINS
RICHARD J, DRAKE POST OFFICE BQX 1479 ;HARA Nﬁ%m
STEY=N L. TARSHIS - ' . (NY. 8 NJ. b
JOSPH A CATANIA, JR NEWBURGH, NEW YORK 12550 DENIS E. MCGUINNESS (NY. 8 TX. BARS)
RICHARD F. LIBERTH (914) 585-1100 MARIANNA R. KENNEDY
CLEN L. HELLER - THOMAS M. TRACY
KEVIN T. DOWD FAX (914) 565-1999 FREDDA FIXLER-FUCHS (N.Y. NI DC 8 FL. BARS)
RICHARD M. MAHON, I (N.Y. 8 DC MARS) (FAX SERVICE NOT ACCEPTED) JENNTFER L KATZ
STEVEN 1. MILLIGRAM (N.Y. & NJ. BARS) CARY J. COGERTY (N.Y. 8 CT. BARS)
STEPHEN J. GABA MONROE OFFICE JEFFREY C. WHITE (N.Y. 8 MA BARS)
107 STACE ROAD
WRITER", MONROE, NEW YOR OF COUNSEL
S DIRECT NO. (814) 7832600 ELLEN VILLAMIL
914) 569-4327

May 30, 1997

Robert F. Rodgers, CCA ,
Fire InspecLoX... . e e e e s

— i v e

-
porn "’."'"‘.'33?? t5

“Town of New Windsor = - -
555 Union Avenue
New Windsor, New York 12553

Dear Bob: Re: Our File #6208.42,709

I am writing to you on behalf of TPST following the meeting
we had in your office on Friday, May 23, 1997. This letter
addresses the concerns about noise. _TPST wishes to advise you that /%f’

between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 _&.m, will conducc all

soil reclamation operations wit oth the steel door and the curctain

down. demonstrated Dy € test previously taken with the results
—filed with the Town, that configuration will attenuate the noise to

meet the New Windsor requirements. -

TPST will conduct additional noise tests in the future. The
date has not as yet been scheduled; we anticipate reaching a
mutually convenient date with our noise consultants in the very near
future. As you requésted,. the Town will he invited- to participate - -~
in witnessing the tests when they take place. Either I or a
representative of TPST will contact yocu and Mark Edsall directly

when the tests have been scheduled. oy
Sk
Thank you again for your C,Du:t\esies in—+this matter.

Very tyrul

JRL:ef }
179686

cc: David Edwards



e
& AT
. ke

555 UNION AVENUE

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553
Telephone: (914) 563-4610
Fax: (914) 5634693 Ce M. Moweru
OFFICE OF THE SUPERVISOR ;%
George 1. Meyers - Edot v
Town Supervisor M. Eobock_

July 16, 1997

Michael D. Mermiman

NYS Deparment of Environmental Conservation
Division of Environmental Permits

21 South Purt Corners Road

New Palrz, NY 12561-1696

Dear Mr. Mermman:

] am writing 10 you regarding the public comment period for the proposed permit modification for
the TPS soil remedianion plant on River Road in New Windsor.

1 amrequesting that the comment period be extended for an additional forty-five (45) days. This s
Teguest is being made to allow Dr. John Hawiey of the New York State Deparmment of Heslth
adequare time to review the impact on our citizens of treating MGP soil.

Kindly advise my office of your decision regarding this matter.

/// //

Ver} tru}} vours,
/b/,,//z_____/ . C‘/,e/g ,_,,"C‘f Cfce'utc' /%f/.fm

/George\.a fM 75, Sepervisor cc.

T 1 ’W/'/’T - ;
4 own of, eu./ ncso: 7, o )
GwM/dg L~ '




,,L Co NOTICE OF COMPLETE APPLICATION
APPLICANT: ATTN: BLAIR W. DOMINIAK, MANAGER -June 16,1997 - Chmat
ADDRESS: T.P.S.T. SOIL RECYCLERS OF NEW YORK INC. e
1964 SOUTH ORANGE BLOSSOM TRAIL )
APOPKA, FL. 32703 30 ear
FACILITY: TPST Soil Remediation Facility: Modification for MGP Smls
LOCATION: T-New Windsor, Orange County S
PERMITS APPLIED FOR: Modification of Air Operate permit and Solid Waste Operate permlt
APPLICATION NUMBER: 3-3348-00150-00001 and 00007

2 0.2t Moo Vrsou 00 ek B Gedapio

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Department has made a tentative determination to approve an application
for a modification of the existing operating Air Resources and Solid Waste permits for T.P.S.T. Soil Recyclers
of New York, Inc. (TPST) to accept the following non-hazardous Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP)
contaminated soils for remediation: 1.) Coke or coal plant wastes, 2.) water gas plant wastes, 3.) purifier bed
wastes, 4.) tar emulsion wastes, and 5.) a combination of any of these MGP/coal tar wastes. Mixtures of
these MGP and petroleum contaminated soils (PCS) would also be accepted at the facility for destruction.

MGP snils are a by-prochict of the mannfactire of gas from the distillation of coal and crude oil for
lighting and heat needs from the 1850's to as rccenily as the 1960°s. These soils contain organic constituents
similar to No.6 heating oil, and can be removed from the soil and destroyed by the same thermal desorption
process currently Gsed to remediate petroleum contaminated soils (PCS) at this facility. DEC has established
specific limits for the potential emissions from MGP soils and would require a post-issuance stack test to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the facility to meet those standards.

By 6NYCRR Part 201, and for the purpose of restricting the "potential to emit," the permittee has agreed
to operating conditions which limit emissions below the major source thresholds for Sulfur Dioxide (SO,),
thereby “capping-out” of the requirement for a permit under 6NYCRR Part 201-6 and Title V of the 1990
Clean Air Act Amendments. The facility is located at 81 River Road in the Town of New Windsor, Orange
County, NY.

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW (SEQR) ACT DETERMINATION: SEQR-3b
Project is an unlisted action and will not have a significant effect on the environment. A Negative
Declaration is on file for the modification and no coordinated review was performed.

SEQR ILEAD AGENCY: NYS Department of Environmental Conser~ation fo- this modification.
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT DETERMINATION: The project is not subject to SHPA review.

AVAILABILITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT: The application may be reviewed at the address below.
Written comments on the project must be submitted to the Contact Person no later than July 26, 1997.
CONTACT PERSON Michael D. Merriman Y}/ ) W/

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Division of Environmental Permits

21 South Putt Corners Rd., New Paltz, NY 12561-1696 (914) 256-3165

—

4.

THIS IS NOT A PERMIT

This is to advise you that your application is complete and a review has commenced. Acditional information may be
requested from you at a future date, if deemed necessary, in order to reach a decision on your application.

Your project is classified MAJOR. Accordingly, a decision will be made within 90 days of the date of this Notice. If a public
hearing is necessary, you will be notified within 60 days and the hearing will commence within 90 days of the date of this
notice. If a hearing is held, the final decision will be made within 60 days after the hearing is completed.

Publication of this Notice in a newspaper is required. Please consult the attached transmittal letter for further instructions.

Enclosure: Newspaper Instructions
cc: Chief Executive Officer, T-New Windsor, Supervisor. ,¢

Environmental Notice Bulletin  {Sent by e-mail on 6-83-97)
[See cc: list on attached sheet] w/Notice




617.21
State Environmental Quality Review
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Notice of Determination of Non-Significance

Project Number:  3-3348-00150-00001 and -00007 Date: June 16, 1997

This notice is issued pursuant to Part 617 of the implementing regulations pertaining to Article 8
(State Environmental Quality Review Act) of the Environmental Conservation Law.

The NYS Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), as lead agency, has determined that

the proposed action described below will not have a significant effect on the environment and a

Draft Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared.

Name of Action: TPST Soil Remediation Facility: Modification for Remediation of Soils Containing MGP
Wastes

SEQR Status: Unlisted

Description of Action:

The action to be considered is a proposal to modify the existing operating Air Resources and Solid Waste
permits for T.P.S.T. Soil Recyclers of New York, Inc. (TPST) to accept soils containing the following non-
hazardous Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) wastes for remediation: 1.) Coke or coal plant wastes, 2.) water gas
plant wastes, 3.) purifier bed wastes, 4.) tar emulsion wastes, and 5.) a combination of any of these MGP/coal
tar wastes. Mixtures of these MGP and soils containing petroleum wastes would also be accepted at the facility
for destruction.

By 6NYCRR Part 201, and for the purpose of restricting the "potential to emit," the permittee has agreed
to operating conditions which limit emissions below the major source thresholds for Sulfur Dioxide (SO,),
thereby “capping-out” of the requirement for a permit under 6NYCRR Part 201-6 and Title V of the 1990 Clean
Air Act Amendments.

Location: The facility is located at 81 River Road in the Town of M:w ' .adsor, Orange County, NY. The
application is available for review by contacting the regional offices in iNew Paltz and Tarrytown.
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oEQR Negatuve Declaratlon

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED: DEC’s Envnronmenta] Permits staff A1r Resources staff and So
Hazardous Waste staff reviewed the April 4, 1997 application and report, the May.5, 1997 addendum and the
Yane 13, 1997 addendum. Additionally, various Department staff has v1s1ted the site many times over the pasi’
i2 months. _

HISTORY OF THE WASTE TYPE:  MGP soils are a by-product of the manufacture of gas from the
distillation of coal and crude oil for lighting and heat needs from the 1850's to as recently as the 1960's. These
soils contain organic constituents similar to No.6 heating oil, which can be removed from the soil and destroyed
by the same soil remediation unit currently used to remediate soils containing petroleum wastes at this facility.

ANTICIPATED CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES: In order to implement the proposed modification
to destroy soils containing MGP wastes, new construction is not required. All necessary equipment including
buildis 25, er-site driveways, testing equipment and handling equipment aiready exists at TPST’s s0il remediation
unit for soils containing petroleum products. The emissions stack already exists and is required to be incrcased
by 8 feet to a minimum height of 40 feet under their current permit to operate a facility for the remediation of
soils containing petroleum products. New construction is not needed to 'separate the storage of soils containing
MGP wastes from the storage of soils containing petroleum products. Separation of the soils would be achieved
by the use of moveable “jersey barriers” and/or plastic tarpaulins to keep the two types of soils separated.

ANNUAL TONNAGE CHANGE: The total tons of soil remediated per year will not change. When
MGP soils are remediated, they will replace a portion of the facility’s current limit of 65,000 tons per year
(TPY) for soils containing waste oil/non-virgin petroleum products or soils from industrial or agricultural sites.
Thus, the total number of tons per year will not increase from the limits in the current permits for the facility.

TREATMENT PROCESS MODIFICATIONS:  The thermal desorption treatment process to be used
for the remediation of MGP soils is the same process used for at this facility to remediate soils containing -
petroleum products. The difference is that the afterburner will initially be set 200° F. higher, to 1750° F. The
temperature limit may be lowered to 1550° F. if the stack test results indicate that a lower temperature can
satisfactorily meet the required destruction rate and emission limits in the Air Resources Permit. DEC will
require a post-issuance stack test to demonstrate the effectiveness of the facility to meet those emission standards.

SOLID WASTE PERMIT MODIFICATIONS:  The MGP soils contain thgee additional contaminates
that would be released during the thermal desorption part of the process, nar?éy Polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs); total Sulfur; and Total Cyanide. The draft solid waste permit conditions propose the
following limits on the concentrations of these contaminates in the soils:

Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) less than 10,000 parts per m11110n (ppm)

(final limits to be determined after the stack test) :
Total Sulfur less than 1,100 ppm
Total Cyanide less than 1,000 ppm




SEQR Negative Declaration Page

IMPACTS CONSIDERED AND REASONS SUPPORTING THIS DETERMINATION:

CONSTRUCTION RELATED IMPACTS: None. As discussed earlier, all the buildings and equipment
necessary for the destruction of soils containing MGP wastes already exists and are operating on the site. Thus,
there would be no construction related impacts on the land, on the water resources adjacent to the site (i.e., the
Hudson river), or on plants and animals since the site is almost completely covered with impervious surfaces
(i.e., buildings and paved areas). Additionally, since no new construction is proposed, there will be no impacts
on open space, recreation or aesthetic resources.

IMPACTS ON ARCHAEOLOGICAL, HISTORIC OR OTHER CULTURAL RESOURCES: None. This is
an existing, operating facility with no new construction required to remediate MGP soils as compared to soils
containing petroleum products. Thus, the original cultural resources survey for historic and archaeological
resources done for the original design and construction of the site does not need to be repeated.

CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREA IMPACTS: None. The site is not on or contiguous to a Critical
Environmental Area as detined in 6NYCRR Part 621, ana thus, there are no tmpacus to this type of resource.

TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS: None. As stated earlier this modification will not result in any increase on
transportation impacts because the total annual tonnage to be received at the site will not increase. The soils
containing MGP wastes will substitute for an equal tonnage of the industrial soils containing petroleum products
already authorized to be remediated. Thus, there will be no net increase in annual tonnage and correspondingly,
no net increase in transportation impacts.

NOISE & ODOR IMPACTS: As discussed above, the operation of the existing facility will not change,
and thus there should be nor change in the noise generated by the existing facility.

In regards to odor impacts, soils containing MGP wastes will have a higher concentration of sulfur than
soils containing petroleum products. Therefore, air emissions may have a greater potential to contain sulfur
compounds, of which the primary component will be sulfur dioxide. Thus, at the average emission rate of
approximately 30 Ibs/hour and dispersion of emissions over a large area, there should be little or no concentrated
odor impacts.

IMPACTS ON AIR GUALITY: The proposed modification has been reviewed to calculate at what concentration
the facility can adequately remediate soils containing MGP wastes. Based on the analysis by the DEC’s Division
of Air Resources, the remediation of soils containing MGP wastes will not exceed the Annual Guidance
Concentration (AGC) for the following three additional contaminates: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons
(PAHs); sulfur dioxide and hydrogen cyanide.

PUBLIC HEALTH IMPACTS: The proposed modification will remediate a petroleum-based waste product
(MGP wastes) into the thermal desorption unit, which is designed to release and destroy petroleum products or
petroleum-based wastes. The operation of the existing thermal desorption unit was reviewed by the NYS
Department of Health in their September 1996 report. Based on some concerns raised in that report, this
Department previously modified the operativg limits for the existing facility and issued the Air Resources permit
to operate. DEC’s review of this mudification assumed the same operating limitations as are currently in the
operating permit and thus the proposed modification is in keeping with the operating limitations accepted by the
NYS Department of Health.

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT IMPACTS: None. This is an existing, operating facility with no new
construction required to remediate MGP soils as compared to soils containing petroleum products. Thus, the
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) QQASMNEMANAGEMENIMEAQS 'None. This is an ex:stmg‘ _operanng facility w1tii(no new
construction required to remediate MGP soils as compared to soils containing petroleum products. Thus, the
original Coastal Zone review done for the ongmal de31gn ‘and oonstructlon of the sxtc does not need to be
repeated. : :

ENERGY IMPACTS As stated earlier, the total annual tonnage to be received at the site will not increase
because the soils containing MGP wastes will substitute for an equal tonnage of the industrial soils containing
petroleum products already authorized to be remediated. While there will be no net increase in annual tonnage,
the energy impacts may increase slightly, since the operating temperature of the afterburner may have to be up
to 200° F. hotter for the MGP wastes.

0 . : :

GROWTH AND NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACTS: This modification to remediate soils containing MGP wastes
at this facility is not an expansion of the building at the existing facility, nor is it an expansion of the site
property. Thus, there appears to be no growth inducing impacts. Similarly, the impacts on the neighborhood
will not change compared with any 1mpacts from the ex1st1ng facility since there are no new construction and no
additional tonnage.

For Further Information:

Contact Person: Michael D. Merriman

Address: 21 South Putt Cornérs Rd, New Paltz NY 12561-1696
Telephone Number: (914) 256-3165

A Copy of This Notice Sgnt to: ~
Commissioner, NYSDEC, 50 Wolf Road, Albany NY 12233-0001

Chief Executive Officer, Town of New Windsor

Applicant
Other Interested Parties
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS to be changed or added to the existing permit <

2. OPERATING PARAMETERS

a. During operation the SRU must treat only non-hazardous soil demonstrated to be contaminated with
the following petroleum products:
(1) Gasoline (unleaded or leaded);
(2) Distillate fuel oils (diesel, jet fuel, and #2 fuel oil);
(3) Residual oils (#4 and #6 fuel oil, kerosene, lubricating oils, and petroleum based waste oil); and
(4) Manufactured gas plant waste which is limited to coke/coal plant waste,
water gas plant waste, purifier bed waste, and tar emulsion waste.

b. The acceptance and treatment of soils which are contaminated with any of the following can not
exceed 65,000 tons per year:
() “Waste otl/nor-viz sia petroleum products;

(if) Wastc from indusirial sites;

(iii) Waste from agricultural sites; or

(iv) Manufactured gas plant waste.

j. Fuel used for the dryer and afterburner is limited to #2 fuel oil, liquid propane, and natural gas, and is
limited to a sulfur content of 0.3 weight percent. The facility may also burn waste fuel and must
comply with the requirements of 6NYCRR Part 225-2.

k. (1) Prior to processing soil contaminated with gasoline, distallate fuel oils, or residual oils, the
afterburner shall achieve a temperature of at least 1550F and this temperature must be maintained
during soil processing. If during operation afterburner temperature falls below 1550F, the SRU
feed shall be cut off after 5 minutes until the problem is corrected and 1550F is achieved.

(2) Prior to processing soil contaminated with manufactured gas plant waste, the-afterburner shall
achieve a temperature of at least 1750F and this temperature must be maintained during soil
processing. If during operation afterburner temperature falls below 1750F, the SRU feed shall be
cut off after S minutes until the problem is corrected and 1750F is achieved. This afterburner
temperature of 1750F may be lowered if stack testing demonstrates the required destruction
efficiencies are achieved at a lower temperature.

i VR

boyRe 4
4. EMISSION LIMITS e
b. The afterburner must operate at a minimum of 1550F (1750F for manufactured gas plant waste) and
achieve a VOC destruction efficiency of at least 99%, a benzene destruction efficiency of at least

99%, and a hydrogen cyanide destruction efficiency of at least 99%.

d. The emission of sulfur dioxide shall not exceed 97.5 tons in any 12 consecutive month period. This
will allow the facility not to be subject to major facility designation and the associated requirements.

I‘J\,ﬁ' /’/ ':)

- ————— —— - u



6. RECORDKEEPING

a. The facility must maintain a record of the tonnage of soil listed in special condition 2b that has been
accepted and treated each month. All recordkeeping, including monthly soil tonnage, soil acceptance
documentation, soil sampling records, and temperature monitoring logs, must be made available to a
Department representative upon request and must be kept on site for at least five years.

b. Actual sulfur dioxide emissions resulting from the processing of any soil and from the combustion of
fuel must be determined for the calendar year. A notification specifying sulfur dioxide emissions for
ihe calendar year must be submitted in writing to the Department by March 1st of the tailowing
year at the fullowing address:

Regional Air Pollution Control Engineer
NYS DEC Region 3

21 South Putt Corners Road

New Paltz, NY 12561

[ L 25D
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FACILITY EMISSION POINT NEW YORK STATE ORIGINAL

(!

H \‘3 LO} oTol4]71910]olo ot 1 I DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION GREEN - DIVISON OF AIR

WHITE - REGIONAL OFFICE
WHITE - FIELD REP.
READ INSTRUCTIONS

PROCESS EXHAUST OR VENTILATION SYSTEM VELLOW - APPLIGANT

ANY QUESTION APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT OR CERTIFICATE TO OPERATE

A ADD
C CHANGE
Q DELETE

g

1 NAME OF QWNER [ FIRM . 9. NAME OF AUTHORIZED AGENT 3 [10. TELEPHONE [19. FACILITY NAME (IF DIFFERENT FROM OWNER / FIRM)

20. FACILITY LOCATION (NUMBER AND STREET ADDRESS)
2 NWUMBER AND STREET ADDAESS 11. NUMBER AND STREET ADDRESS

5 .

£ ] TPST Soil Recyclers of New York Inc. 1PS Technologies Inc.
c

T

u 1106 River Road
1964 S. Orange Blossom Trail Z1.CITY - TOWN - VILLAGE 32.2IP

3 CITY - TOWH « VILLAGE 4 STAIE 5 2P 12 CITY - TOWN - VILLAGE ' 13 STATE 14, 2IP

New Windsor, NY 12553
23. BUILDING NAME OR NUMBER |24. FLOOR NAME OR NUMBER

I.*"  Apopka - FL 32703 Soil Recycling
i

€ OWNER CUASSIFICATON 15, WAMEOF P.E. OR ARCHITECT 16, NYS. PE_ |17. [ELEPHONE
Nl T = £ [stare # [JHospirac PREPAHING APPLICATION OR ARCHITECT Center N/A

LICENSE NO. 5. START UP DATE | 26. DRAWING NUMBERS OF PLANS SUBMITTED
A (Qcomueaciat ¢ (Junury  F.[Juunicieat + [C]resoenmas .

11
s [X)moustmae o [Jrecenrac 6 [Jeouc wsT. u. [[Jother

A TTRAGE S TITLE OF QWHNERS REPRESENTATIVE 8. TELEPHONE 18 SIGNATURE OF OWNERS REPRESENTATIVE OR AGENT WHEN 7. PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT . TIF
Blair W. Dominiak 407-886-2000 | APPLYING FOR A PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT 27. PERMIT TO CONSTRUC 28. CERTIFICATE TO OPERATE

A.[Jnew sounce A[Jvewsource  c.[Jexsting

SOURCE
Manager, Regulatory Compliance . . ' e.[jmooiricanon 8. (] MooiricaTioN ]

ey Py
35 ERNSSIoN 30 GROUN 31 TICIGNT ADOVE |32 5TACK ]33 TNGIOE 34, EXIT 35, EXIT VELOCITY |36, EXIT FLOW T 5
S PONT 1D B EVATION FT ) |STAUCTURES (FY | HESHT [T |DIMENSIONS (N) | TEMP.(oF) (FTJSEC)  (RATE (ACFM) 37 soumce :;1 S/ OAY 5:, s vnj 4D. % CPERATION BY SEASON 1
; i GODE .

- l \ } ‘ . Winter  Spring Summer  Fall
26 ]1550* 67 35,040 T2 )

e lojolollal 6 | 16 120 lwx2 lowr) 81300 2221 |5 | s lyysleisesls

" A 25 TPH Soil Remediation Unit to thermal ly strip no 2hazardaus hydrocarbons from soil.

i
i

P ve s o o -
At

Baghouse with
DESCIIBE pulse jet cleaning system for particulates with >99% eff1c1ency. Afterburner is fired on #2 diesel fuel

OR UNIT
used 0il, natural gas, or liquid propane for VOC cont ro] with >98% efficiency.

[

7
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EMISSION CONTROL| CONTROL o . DISPOSAL | DATE INSTALLED [ USEFUL
‘l EOUIPIMENT | O TYPE MANUFAC TURER'S NAME AND MODEL NUMBER | METHOD MONTH / YEAR LIFE

45, 47.

01 08 Thermo TerraTech Inc. - Model SRU 9 9 /55 10

18 49, 50. 51, 52. 53,
02 10 Thermo TerraTech Inc. - Model SRU g 9 /95 10

CALCULATIONS

w

42 43 49,

o om

* A 1750°Fafterburner control temperature will be utilized until a compliance test at 1550°F can be
conducted to verify that a lower afterburnér temperature will resultsthe required emission rates

and a proper destruction efficiency when treating MGP soils. ,

f'1 See TPST's April 7, 1997 dated MGP/coal tar soil application for emission rate calculations of

sulfur dioxide and hydrogen cyanide. All oiher emission rate calculations are identical to those
previously submitted for PCS soils.
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| CONTAMINANT INPUT | ot | ENY. EMISSIONS L_O b 0| OURLY EMISSIONS (LBS/HF) | ANNUAL EMISSIONS (LBSIYF)
S e S NUMDER lPropuCTION PATROI™2cTuAL | Ui | ROV [rERMISSIBLE| EFFIC'CY [ ACTUAL | ACTUAL | 10% |PEr £
£ [5 55 50 57. |58.  |59. 60. |61, |2, [ G4 265 |65 % N/A (Y Asn.
Particulate Matter NYO7 5-00-0}| N/A 3 |0.036 Po 1 0.05 99 583 2.65 |1=856 4 N/A
¢ Ir.g 70 7 72 73. ZATR l(/ 75. 75,(’ 77. "% % 29,77 |80 29.1 81, I‘l‘, 5 nz.;; 83. o .-
r | Sulfur Dioxide 07446-09-5| N/A B |22 |1 |£| N/A| 0 |i5-39 |15-40- 9 41 s
Wy Tt a5 06 07, |o8. ng. 90. (91 82 93 94, NIA NI NI Ren |98
"I Nitrogen Oxides 10102-44-0{ N/A B 4.12 1|1 N/A 0 Ard 8 478 |36 | 4| N/A
Q Tl 100 101, 102. [103, 104, 105 tn6. [107. 108. 109 110 II1N/;‘_ %A (K]
 |_Total vacs NY998-00-0| NA B lo.033 [1| 1| N/A |99 | 500 | 5.0 I553 N/A
NTA ] 115, 116, 17. ”—8{ 119, 16.0 ‘Z%I 121, [122. 123. """'I\I//\ 125. NJJA (126 NI/A 12‘?7; 128.
| carbon Monoxide 00630-08-0| N/A b |e38 [+ | 1| 100 | o [43-97 |34 |25394 | N/A
‘ 130 . 131, 132, {133, l34.0 S' lJ;. |3%} 137. 138. 138. 140. M“N/A 112, (143,
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PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
AS OF: 09/06/94 PAGE: 1

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD ACTIONS
STAGE: STATUS [Open, Withd]

A [Disap, Appr]
FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 93-37

NAME: I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION
APPLICANT: IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, INC.

--DATE-- MEETING-PURPOSE-~=======m===== ACTION-TAKEN-=~======
09/01/94 PLANS STAMPED APPROVED
04/27/94 P.B. APPEARANCE-PUBLIC HEARING LA:ND-APPROVED COND -

. SEE REVIEW SHEET IN FILE

03/23/94 P.B. APPEARANCE SET P.H. FOR 4/27/94
PUBLIC HEARING TO BE HELD APRIL 27, 1994

02/23/94 DISCUSSION AT P.B. MEETING LA: MARK SEND LETTER
. MARK TO SEND LEAD AGENCY COORDINATION LETTERS

12/08/93 P.B. APPEARANCE LA: NEED FULL E.A.F.

—~10/06/93 WORK SESSION APPEARANCE SUBMIT APPLICATION
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PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
AS OF: 08/26/94 PAGE: 1
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES
4% FEE

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 93-37

NAME: I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION
APPLICANT: IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, INC.

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION=-=-====== TRANS AMT-CHG AMT-PAID BAL-DUE

08/24/94 4% OF 50,000.00 CHG 2000.00
08/24/94 2% OF 46,530.00 CHG 930.60
08/25/94 REC. CK. #031070 PAID 2930.60

TOTAL: 2930.60 2930.60 0.00
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PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR ‘
AS OF: 08/26/94 PAGE: 1
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES
ESCROW

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 93-37
NAME: I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION
APPLICANT: IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, INC.

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION=-==-——=--- TRANS AMT-CHG AMT-PAID BAL-DUE
/ CHG ~0.00

11/17/93 S.P. MINIMUM PAID 750.00

12/08/93 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00

12/08/93 P.B. MINUTES CHG 63.00

02/23/94 P.B. MINUTES CHG 4.50

03/23/94 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00

03/23/94 P.B. MINUTES CHG 13.50

04/27/94 P.B. ATTY.FEE CHG 35.00

04/27/94 P.B. MINUTES CHG . 162.00

08/24/94 P.B. ENGINEER CHG 682.30

08/25/94 REC.CK031069 +ESCROW PAID 280.30

TOTAL: 1030.30 1030.30 0.00
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AS OF:

08/26/94

¢ ¢

PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD AGENCY APPROVALS

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 93-37
NAME: I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION
APPLICANT: IRA D. CONKLIN & SONS, INC.

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

DATE-SENT

11/17/93
11/17/93
11/17/93

11/17/93
11/17/93
11/17/93
05/09/94

PAGE: 1

RESPONSE~=====me—e==-
APPROVED
APPROVED

DISAPPROVED

APPROVED

AGENCY-—-—==—mmmmm e e DATE-RECD
MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 11/18/93
MUNICIPAL WATER 11/19/93
MUNICIPAL SEWER 11/19/93
. NEED INFOR ON QUALITY AND QUANTITY OF WASTEWATER GENERATED

MUNICIPAL SANITARY /7

MUNICIPAL FIRE 11/22/93
PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER / /

MUNICIPAL SEWER (RE-REVIEW) 05/09/94

APPROVED

. RE-REVIEWED AS PER PLANNING BOARD MEETING OF 4/27/94
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JOHN COLLlﬂS

-

ENGINEERS, P.C. -..ccic.rmnsronmanion enameens

11 BRADHURST AVENUE « HAWTHORNE, N.Y. » 10532 ¢ (914) 347-7500 * FAX (914) 347-7266

May 20, 1994

Mr. Mark J. Edsall, P.E.
Town Engineer

Town of New Windsor

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12550

Re: IDC Soil Reclamation Facility
River Road

Town of New Windsor, NY

Dear Mark:

As a result of the April 27th Public Hearing on the above project,
we are hereby submitting the additional information requested
relative to the noise levels associated with the Soil Reclamation
Unit proposed at this site. Since the time of the meeting, we have
had the opportunity to collect additional noise measurements
including some frequency data to address expected site noise
conditions relative to the Town of New Windsor Code. In addition,
we have been able to take additional measurements at various offset
distances from the equipment to better identify the attenuation
associated with the distance separation from the unit. In general,
the levels associated with the equipment are low frequency and the
following presents a summary of the expected noise levels by
frequency for the unit at River Road. These 1levels would be
lower at the residential building located on the west side of River
Road opposite the site. These measurements are shown with and
without the proposed noise attenuation barrier and represent
estimates of the future noise levels with the equipment fully
operational.




Page 2

ESTIMATED LEVELS AT
FREQUENCY RANGE | TOWN CODE‘M RIVER ROAD
(hz) REQUIREMENT | W/O BARRIER
W/BARRIER®
20 -~ 75 67 71 63
75 ~ 150 66 70 62
150 - 300 61 66 58
300 - 600 54 61 53
600 ~ 1,200 47 55 47
1,200 - 2,400 39 46 38 -
2,000 - 4,000 29 (2) (2)
4,000 - 10,000 20 (2) (2)
NOTES :

(1) MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS FOR NOISE
FROM A FACILITY BETWEEN HOURS OF 7:00 PM AND
7:00 AM. _
SOURCE: TABLE I-PAGE 4824 OF NEW WINDSOR TOWN CODE.

(2) LEVELS AT THESE FREQUENCIES WERE NOT MEASURABLE.

(3) REPRESENTS ESTIMATED LEVELS WITH NOISE ATTENUATION
BARRIER IN PLACE.

As discussed at the meeting and as concluded in our original report,
during normal working hours, the background noise levels along River
Road are higher than those associated with the site. During the
evening hours when the traffic levels on the road drop off, the
installation of the proposed noise attenuation barrier will result
in levels in compliance with the Town Code and thus, mitigating any
potential impact at the adjacent residential building.



If you have any questions regarding this information, please do not

hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,
JOHN COLLINS ENGI

S, P.cC.

Grealy, P.E.

dwp691.edsall

cc: James Loeb
John Ewasutyn
Gregg Shaw

Page 3



® ® 7 D737
SITE PLAN FEES - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

APPLICATION FEE: .. .iuuetteeeeneeenneneanonasennnnns $ 150.00 ,/2/

* Kk Kk Kk Kk k Kk Kk Kk Kk k Kk k Kk k k Kk k k Kk Kk X % * X Kk Kk * * * Kk * *

ESCROW:

SITE PLANS ($750.00 - $2,000.00) .. cccuruncncencnnes $__ /5020 /ZV

MULTI-FAMILY SITE PLANS:

UNITS @ $100.00 PER UNIT (UP TO 40 UNITS)....$

UNITS @ $25.00 PER UNIT (AFTER 40 UNITS)..... $

X k% X K k Kk Kk k Kk X Kk Kk *k Kk k Kk *k %k Kk k Kk *k Kk k * * Kk *x k *x * * %

PLAN REVIEW FEE: (EXCEPT MULTI-FAMILY) $ /s50.00 C
PLAN REVIEW FEE (MULTI-FAMILY): A. 5¢.00 J
PLUS $25.00/UNIT B.

TOTAL OF A & B:$ /50 0o

RECREATION FEE: (MULTI-FAMILY)
$1,000.00 PER UNIT

@ $1,000.00 EA. EQUALS: § -

NUMBER OF UNITS

SITE IMPROVEMENT COST ESTIMATE: $ %4 530.00
_#__._.___

A. 4% OF FIRST $50,000.00 A. 000 .00
B. 2% OF REMAINDER B. 230, 40 @

TOTAL OF A & B: §$ ;;?30. 60

TOTAL ESCROW PAID: ...ceevesen $ 75¢0.00

TO BE DEDUCTED FROM ESCROW: é Y. 30

RETURN TO APPLICANT: $ —

ADDITIONAL DUE: $___REO 30 @

§/ast" M
ESYAAS ﬁkwﬁwpw/%ﬂmj%d



Shaw Engineering Consulting Engineers

744 Broadway
F.0O. Box 2569
Newburgh, New York 12550
May 19, 1994 [914) 561-3695

Chairman James R. Petro and
Members of the Planning Board

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12550

Re: Construction Estimate IDC Soil Reclamation Facility
Gentlemen:

We have presented below for your consideration our construction estimate for the site
improvements for IDC Soil Reclamation Facility. Our estimate is as follows:

CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE

ITEM QUANTITY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
Macadam Pavement 7,6608S.Y. $ 10 $ 76,600
Pavement Markings 200 L..F. $ 40 $ 80
Curb Bumpers 11 $ 15 $ 165
Concrete Curbing 135 L.F. $ 9 $ 1,215
Handicap Sign/Striping 1 $ 100 3 100
Water Service 180 L.F. $ 10 $ 1,800
Sanitary Sewer Service 210 L.F. $ 10 $ 2,100
Seeding 1,840 S.Y. $ .50 $ 920
Shrubs 214 $ 25 $ 5,350
Trees ‘ 58 $ 100 $ 5,800
Lampposts 7 $ 900 $ 6,300
Total $100,430

We trust your Board will find this estimate satisfactory.
Respectfully submitted,

SHAW ENGINEERING

Principal

GJS:mmv

cc: Mr. Ira D. Conklin lll, 1.D.C. Soii Rectamation



. . O Main Office
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

& New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
PC O Branch Office
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 400 Broad Street
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. S oeyivania 18337

(717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.

JAME . =
S M. FARR, P.E TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

PROJECT NAME: IRA D. CONKLIN SITE PLAN
PROJECT LOCATION: RIVER ROAD (EAST SIDE)
SECTION 9-BLOCK 1-LOT 98

PROJECT NUMBER: 93-37
DATE: 27 APRIL 1994
DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION INVOLVES A CHANGE IN USE FOR THE

EXISTING BULK FUEL STORAGE SITE TO DEVELOP A SOIL
RECLAMATION FACILITY. THE APPLICATION WAS
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 8 DECEMBER 1993 AND

23 MARCH 1994 PLANNING BOARD MEETINGS, AND IS
BEFORE THE BOARD FOR A PUBLIC HEARING AT THIS
MEETING.

1. As noted above, the Applicant is before the Board for a Public
Hearing at this meeting. As the Lead Agency under the SEQRA
review process, the Board should seek input from the public, not
only relative to the site plan application and layout, but also
for the potential environmental impacts of this application. I
recommend that the Chairman so state in the record, seeking all
input from the public.

2. A review of the Sewer Department review form indicates the need
for the Applicant to contact the Sanitary Superintendent to
provide additional information. It is my understanding that no
problem exists; however, a final acceptance from the Sanitary
Superintendent should be obtained.

3. As previously noted, the final plan should include appropriate
soil erosion and sediment control measures, to protect all
adjoining properties and resources.

4. Once the Planning Board has received comments from the public at
this hearing, I will be pleased to review and further concerns
and continue a detailed review of the plans.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania
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RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING

DATE: /. /(. 47 172)4
7
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PROJECT NAME: () U (' il yivoipmnlon PROJECT NUMBER__ .0 -7

**************"*******************
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\// o *
M) s)_ VOTE:A * WY S)L VOTE:A_D N 0
CARRIED: YES / wo * CARRIED: YES: v/ NO
*****************:**********‘k****
PUBLIC HEARING: M) _ S)__ VOTE:A N

WAIVED: YES NO
SEND TO OR. CO. PLANNING: M)__S)__ VOTE:A N YES___ NO
SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORT: M)__S)__ VOTE:A N YES _ NO
DISAPP: REFER TO Z.B.A.: M) __S)__ VOTE:A N YES __NO
RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO
APPROVAL:
M) _S)__ VOTE:A N APPROVED:
M)V s)L VoTE:A_ 3 N O ADPR. CONDITIONALLY: #/22/7¢
NEED NEW PLANS:  YES_ V. NO
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PLANNING BOARD : TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
COUNTY OF ORANGE : STATE OF NEW YORK

In the Matter of Application for Site Plan/Sukdivisiomr of

Z )JQQ{ Arolponaloox ,

Applicant.

AFFIDAVIT OF
SERVICE
BY MAIL

STATE OF NEW YORK)
) SS.:
COUNTY OF ORANGE )

MYRA L. MASON, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

That I am not a party to the action, am over 18 years of age
and reside at 350 Bethlehem Road, New Windsor, NY 12553.

on Gopl. /1. 1994 , I compared the // addressed
envelopeg containing the attached Notice of Public Hearing with
the certified list provided by the Assessor regarding the above
application for Site Plan/Subdivision and I find that the
addressees are identical to the list received. I then mailed the
envelopes in a U.S. Depository within the Town of New Windsor.

52 D easn

Myfa L. Mason, Secretary for
the Planning Board

Sworn to before me this

llik day of (lﬁﬁﬂ/ ’ l9gi

2 Akl O\/Lﬂ L

Notary Public |

DEBORAH GREEN
Notary Public, State of New York
Qualified in Orangse County

# 498406 —
Commission Expires July 15, J.ggh

AFFIMAIL.PLB - DISC#1 P.B.
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LEGAL NOTICE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the PLANNING BOARD of the TOWN OF NEW
WINDSOR, County of Orange, State of New York will hold a PUBLIC
HEARING at Town Hall, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York on

April 27 1994 at 7:30pP.M. on the approval of the

proposed_Site Plan (Subdivision of- Lands)*

(Site-Plar)* OF I.D.C. Soil Reclamation

locatedEast side of River Road (Section 9, Block 1, Lot 98)

Map of the (Subdivision-of-ifands)(Site Plan)* is on file and may
be inspected at the Planning Board Offiée, Town Hall, 555 Union

Avenue, New Windsor, N.Y. prior to the Public Hearing.

Dated:__ April 11,1994 By Order of

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD
James R. Petro, Jr.

Chairman

NOTES TO APPLICANT:
1). *Select Applicable Item.

2). A completed copy of this Notice must be approved prior
to publication in The Sentinel.

3). The cost and responsibility for publication of this Notice
is fully the Applicants.
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555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553

March 23, 1934

Gregorvy Zhaw
744 Broadwavy
Newburgh, NY 12550

LI 9-1-98

Qwner: Canada 011 Corp.
Cear Mr, Shaw:

According to our racords
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N iz & list ot all propsrties
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325,00, which vyou have alrsady paid in

it

<
-t
G
(48
-
]

The chargs foirr thiz s
the form of a depozit.

Sinczr=sly,

LC/cad
Attachmznts
ce Myra Maszon

- —— — LR e—




ACT Property Inc.
O/ 7% River Rd.
3

Mew Windsor, NY 1

[
[#]
(1]

Consolidated Rail Corp.

Property Tax Dept. v///
F.0. Box 8499
Philadelphia, FA 19101

Bzlchzr Co., of Nzw York Inc.
c/o Coastal Fusls

Marketing Inc. V//
F.0O., Box 4372
Houston, TX 77210

Kriegsr, Jamss 2. & Susan F.
Fouts 94, RO #2 Box 101 v

New Windsor, NY 12553
Klein, william V///
RO 3 Box 243

Wallkill, NY 1258¢

Lucas, Micha=sl & Arlans J. v////
27 Cullen Ave.

rMlezw Windsor. NY 12553




RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING

DATE: )&z&@4 YA
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PROJECT NAME: 7. A . el Finthiplons PROJECT NUMBER 4% 2/

* Kk Kk Kk Kk k Kk Kk Kk Kk Kk Kk k Kk Xk Kk *k Kk Xk k k Kk k *k *k k *x *x k *x *x % %k
*

LEAD AGENCY: * NEGATIVE DEC:
M)__ S)__ VOTE:A N * M)__ S)__ VOTE:A N
CARRIED: YES NO * CARRIED: YES: NO
*****************:***************
PUBLIC HEARING: M) __ S)__ VOTE:A N

WAIVED: YES NO
SEND TO OR. CO. PLANNING: M)__S)__ VOTE:A___ N YES__ NO
SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORT: M)__S)__ VOTE:A___ N YES__ NO
DISAPP: REFER TO Z.B.A.: M)_ S)__ VOTE:A N YES NO
RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO
APPROVAL:
M)__S)__ VOTE:A N APPROVED:
M)__S)__ VOTE:A N APPR. CONDITIONALLY:
NEED NEW PLANS:  YES NO

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS:

JM éé/m/ 2761994 7@7 7.




‘ O Main Office
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)
& New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
PC

0O Branch Office

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 400 Broad Street _
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C, I o6 yes e 18387

(717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
JAMES M. FARR, P.E.

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

PROJECT NAME: IRA D. CONKLIN SITE PLAN
PROJECT ILOCATION: RIVER ROAD (EAST SIDE)

SECTION 9-BLOCK 1-LOT 98

PROJECT NUMBER: 93-37

DATE:

23 MARCH 1994

DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION INVOLVES A CHANGE IN USE FOR THE

EXISTING BULK FUEL STORAGE SITE TO DEVELOP A SOIL
RECLAMATION FACILITY. THE APPLICATION WAS
PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE 8 DECEMBER 1993
PLANNING BOARD MEETING.

Since the December meeting appearance, two significant actions
have been taken with regard to the application. First, a Lead
Agency Coordination letter was issued on 2 March 1994 to all
apparent involved agencies of the project. 1In addition, on

18 March 1994 and 19 March 1994 the Applicant performed a field
test of a portable unit, on the site, for the benefit of the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation and Planning

At this time, the 30 day period for coordination of Lead Agency
has not yet expired. As such, the Town cannot yet act formally
as the Lead Agency; however, relative to SEQRA, I suggest that
the Board consider the scheduling of the Public Hearing, with the
intent that same is utilized to receive both comments related to
the site plan application and, as well, any comments with regard
to the environmental review. It is my suggestion that the Public
Hearing Notice clearly indicate same.

With regard to the site testing recently performed, I suggest
that the Planning Board members review the results of this test
with the Applicant and any Town representatives which may have

Until such time that the Public Hearing phase of the project has
been completed, I will defer any further reviews of this

1.

Board representatives.
2.
3.

observed this test run.
4.

application.
Respégc qh y Adbpitred,

r s
Mark|/3/ "Edsa¥l, P.E.

Planhing ard Engineer
MJEmk
A:CONKLINmk

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania
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D. CONKLIN SITE PLAN (93-37) RIVER ROAD

James Loeb, Esq., Gregory Shaw of Shaw Engineering and
Ira D. Conklin, III appeared before the board for this
proposal.

MR. LOEB: My name is still James Loeb and I’m
appearing tonight for Ira D. Conklin and Sons, Inc.
I’m accompanied tonight by Ira D. Conklin, III and by
John Ewasutyn from Ira D. Conklin and Sons and by Greg
Shaw, our design professional, engineering
professional. My client is the contract purchaser of
property on River Road. It consists of 4.44 acres, the
owner is Canada 0il Corporation. The owner has signed
a proxy permitting us to appear before you. You may
know it as the Norman Shotmeyer Terminal and the tax
maps, it’s section 9 block 1 lot 98. It’s zones PI.
We’re before you tonight starting at the review
procedure leading to site plan approval for a soil
reclamation facility. We seek to locate a soil
recycling unit on the property. We’ll be calling it
from time to time an SRU. Our papers will discuss it
in that way. We’d like to introduce the project to you
this evening. We’d like to initiate the SEQRA
procedure by your assuming lead agency status. We
believe this to be an unlisted action. We filed a
short form. I’m sure that you will ask us to
supplement us with a long form which we’ll be doing.
I'm going to ask Greg in a moment to review the site
plan with you that is up there. I’m then going to ask
Ira Conklin to go over with you the operation of the
soil recycling unit and after those presentations are
through, I’m going to refer the board to a letter that
I wrote in October when we had hoped to be able to
present this to you, that letter tells you that we’re
filing and have filed with the DEC because the DEC has
jurisdiction over this as well for permission and one
of the DEC’s requirements is that this unit an actual
test on the site that we propose to locate it on and
one of the things I’m going to ask you to consider when
you hear how the unit works is to agree that a test
would be appropriate. We had thought that the DEC and
my letter says so would schedule a test in November as
you can see, we’re still waiting to hear from the DEC
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but we’ll hear from them. We think that having the
test on the site is a very, very important step in
understanding what’s going to happen on the site.
We’ll move the equipment there, have the test and move
it off. We hope that you agree to this and we want to
notify you when the test is being scheduled. We expect
to get ten days notice and invite you to join with us
when the test takes place so that we can all see it.
We think it’s appropriate that we ask your permission
to do it, even though the DEC will order it but we
think that it is good if we work on this together.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don’t want to throw a monkey wrench
in this thing but is the Hudson River Commission and
all those people notified?

MR. LOEB: DEC has absolute jurisdiction on everything
that is going on there. We aren’t going into the
river. We don’t need a permit because this isn’t an
operation that goes into the river.

MR. DUBALDI: There’s no discharge?
MR. LOEB: No discharge at all.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You don’t have to contact them?

MR. LOEB: ©No, the DEC is the agency in the state we
have to get a whole series of permission from that you
will hear both from Greg and from Ira and in a sense
we’re fortunate it’s one agency and all the permits

come from them. Greg, do you want to go over the site
plan?

MR. SHAW: Maybe the best place to start is what
physically exists on the site right now. What I’d like
to present to you is this photo display which has
generated photos of the site from different angles from
River Road from adjacent properties and from the river.
If you look on the second drawing, you’ll see that
there’s a plan of what exists today, I call it a
demolition plan. But really the purpose of that plan
is to show the board what physically exists on the site
as of this date. Some components of the site are 7
tanks of which 5 will be removed, 2 will remain. There
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are a couple building structures they’ll be demolished.
There are some parking areas which are going to be
regraded and be expanded and there’s going to be
existing railroad siting which is going to be
temporarily removed. When I say temporarily removed,
we’re going to be removing sections of the track which
are on our property, not going into the Con Rail
right-of-way.

MR. DUBALDI: The abandoned tracks?

MR. SHAW: Correct. We hope at some point in time that
those tracks will come back and that this operation
cannot only take in soil by vehicle but also but
possibly by rail, that is why I say temporarily
removed. The plan designates it as such. This much
kind of gives you an overview of what exists on the
site doday. On our next board we’re proposing for the
site I mentioned that 2 of the tanks are scheduled to
remain, they are designated in these 2 particular
areas. What improvements we’re proposing to add to the
site is an office area in this particular location, a
new scale which will be weighing the vehicles before
and after they bring the material to the site. There
will be a parking area for employees and visitors on
the southerly side of the project and there’s an
existing oil water separator which will continue to
remain that presently exists today right now. Some
other features of the site that we’ve taken into
consideration, there’s another board behind us which
I’11 get into is landscaping. Again, if you look at
the site, if you look at the photos or driven passed
the site, it’s very open, looking at 7 rusted tanks is
not a pretty sight.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It hasn’t changed in 30 years.

MR. SHAW: What we have done is we spent a good amount
of effort in trying to visually mitigate this project
to give it some landscaping which it presently does not
have and again Drawing 4 of your site plan submissions
is a very detailed landscaped plan which if you have a
chance, please look at. What we’re proposing to
generate a landscaped buffer on the northerly portion
of the site and that would hopefully block views into
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the site of traffic heading in a southerly direction.
We plan on creating a berm along River Road on our
property there is presently an existing green space
we’re going to bring earth in, raise it higher and
embellish it with landscaping. Also there’s going to
be landscaping on the southerly side of the project
again we’re creating additional berms and landscaping
to mitigate the view of traffic heading in a northerly
direction and probably most importantly, is the
landscaping which is going to be along the river.

Maybe it would be appropriate to just touch on that for
a second. What we’ve done is tried to give the board a
feel for what you would visually see if you are on the
river looking into the site. We’re going to be
bringing in £ill and creating berms. We’re going to be
raising up the elevation of the grade adjacent to the
Con Rail right-of-way again for visual mitigation we’re
going to go through extensive effort of planting a
buffer area that being hemlocks I believe there’s white
pPines and also other numerous trees and this will be
the view looking at the site, this would be the
southerly property line. This would be the northerly
property line, this would be one of the tanks which
would be in the background. And the tanks again are
going to be painted an earthtone color so again it
blends in. 1It’s something that Ira D. Conklin and Sons
felt was very important to the site to visually buffer
it as much as possible for their benefit and also for
our neighbors.

MR. DUBALDI: Is the only benefit from the landscaping
going to be screening from the property? There’s no
other reason that you are putting in all this
landscaping?

MR. SHAW: Correct. Going back to how the site is
going to operate, vehicles entering the site are going
to be heading in a northerly direction, more than
likely from Route 9W. They are going to be bringing in
tractor trailers, they are going to be turning in this
fashion and we’re going to have a staging area where
vehicles will have soil on them. Then one by one, the
vehicles will back in over the scale, be weighed and
deposit the material onto this concrete slab. Then
they’1ll pull out, be weighed and they’ll take off again
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in a southerly direction. We have a sufficient staging
area where we believe we can easily fit seven to ten
vehicles, again during those periods when they would be
stacked up and again we don’t anticipate that great a
number of vehicles all the time. But there’s room to

accomodate them. They’ll not be backed up on River
Road.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You have got plenty of room there for
that. I know the site.

MR. SHAW: Once the material gets deposited on to the
slab, it will go through the screening operation where
the different size stones that may exist in the soil
will be taken out and it will be stockpiled and again
that will be hauled onto a vehicle and taken off site.
The material once it is screened will be placed into
one of the tanks, there will be overhead doors cut into
the side of the steel storage tanks. If you can
envision the tank and the door will be about four feet
above grade. The purpose of that is to keep any water
from entering the tank during any period of high flows,
talking with respect to a noreaster that may come in
which is going to push the tide up to a higher
elevation. So, the material in its unprocessed state
will be sitting in this tank. As the operation begins,
each soil will be taken out of this tank and put into
the so0il reclamation unit where it will be incinerated.
Upon incineration, it will be placed again into the
second tank which is scheduled to remain which is
called the processed soil tank. And again with this
tank, there will be overhead doors cut into that also
where a front-end loader will come in, take the
material out of the tank, put it into a vehicle and it
will be taken out to this general area which we call
the shipping area. Again, that will depart in a
southerly direction. That gives the board a general
feel on how the operation is to exist. With respect to
the infrastructure, we’ll be tying into the Town of New
Windsor water system. It will be a water service
primarily for the offices. Water is not required as
part of the process, for this particular operation.
With respect to sanitary sewage, we’ll be connecting
into Sewer District 9 of the Town of New Windsor, the
effluent that we’ll be discharging will be waste water
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generated primarily by the offices. No processed
water. There will be no water which will be generated
by this operation which will be dumped into the sewer
main on River Road which ultimately goes to the sewage
treatment plant. With respect to the storm drainage
presently also there’s a catch basin on the site in
this general vicinity along with an oil water
separator. The grading of the site is such that all
water will be going to this catch basin. And that in
turn will flow into the existing separator which is
connected to the stream which is along the northerly
portion of the property. The stream takes water from
River Road as you can see it’s in blue, through the Con
Rail property and discharges into the Hudson River in
this fashion. The piping exists, the separator exists,
the purpose of it is that it separates storm water and
they’1ll continue to do so after our operation. One
final point and it’s on the site plan and not on this
drawing is that the construction of this concrete slab
is going to be such that it will have a value that any
storm water that discharges in and is generated by this
concrete slab will flow to this corner where there will
be a catch basin and that will be piped to an existing
4,000 gallon tank underground that is a closed
container and during a rain storm, should there be any
rain that enters the slab and discharges into the catch
basin, into the tank that will be pumped out.

MR. PETRO: To where?

MR. SHAW: To a point of legal disposal.

MR. SHAW: You can’t burn it.

MR. CONLINE: No, I separate the water at the Stewart
Avenue facility in Newburgh. We have a 360 permit at
that facility there. That is where we’re going to
treat the water.

MR. PETRO: Because it’s coming off?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You take the water from the site to

Union Avenue and separate the water and the gasoline or
the 0il or whatever you have in it at that point?




December 8, 1993 61

MR. CONKLIN: Yes.

MR. SHAW: There will be particulars to the site which
we’re sure you want to address with Ira but that is the
overall plan. Again it’s relatively simple. The soil
comes into the site by vehicles, back up over a scale,
gets weighed, deposits some material on the slab, truck
pulls away, it’s screened, it goes from the slab into
tank number one. From there it goes into soil
reclamation unit and then once it is incinerated, gets

placed in the process soil tank and from there into a
vehicle and shipped out.

MR. DUBALDI: How high is the dirt going to be stored
on this concrete slab, roughly, I mean are you
talking--

MR. SHAW: Three feet.

MR. CONKLIN: I would say probably six to eight feet
whatever a tractor trailer would dump out.

MR. DUBALDI: It wouldn’t, just as a suggestion, I
don’t know really talking why don’t you put a roof or
anything on there to prevent the water?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: DEC will tell them not to do that.
MR. DUBALDI: This way you don’t have to do that.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: DEC is going look at it very closely.

MR. LOEB: DEC will make the determination on that and
that is one of the things that they’1ll be looking at.

MR. LANDER: Getting back to his question, they have to
be able to dump the vehicles once they get there so and
it piles only six to eight feet but the vehicle that
brings the dirt is going to dump it it quite a bit
higher elevation than that.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You need 25, 30 feet if you go up 30
feet with a building, let’s say you put it on poles and

you don’t put any walls up the rain will blow in
anyway.
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MR. SHAW: Presently, you have storm water which is
discharging across River Road through these culverts
and into this existing stream which flows underneath
the Con Rail tracks and into the Hudson. You’ll see
with this existing oil water separator here’s the
existing 8 inch pipe, all this is presently in place,
we plan on just utilizing this. We’re not adding
anything to it.

MR. LANDER: If I remember correctly Mr. Loeb stated
there’s nothing going to be discharging into the river.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Don’t worry, DEC is not going to let
then.

MR. LOEB: That is correct.

MR. PETRO: We’re going to recommend that full
environmental assessment form.

MR. EDSALL: It might be worthwhile for you to bring
the applicant’s attention to some of the items that I
thought they should at least consider in completing the
full EAF as well as any other items they feel are
appropriate. However, I think we should tell themn
although you may very shortly decide to take lead
agency, until you have got a complete package of
information, we would not start the 20 day time clock
and we really can’t make any determination.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We can’t take lead agency tonight.

MR. EDSALL: Effectively until they submit all the
forms you as lead agency want, you can’t do it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Come in with the long form, then
we’ll go.

MR. EDSALL: What Hank what the law says 20 days from
taking lead agency or upon receiving all the
information you want you have to a make a decision so
if you take lead agency, take it telling them you don’t
have a complete submission therefore we’re postponing
making any decision until you give us what we want so

- R -
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you have your choice if you want to get it out of the
way.

MR. PETRO: We’ll wait until next time. There’s no
reason to do that tonight.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Any idea when we’ll be getting the
permit?

MR. CONKLIN: New York State Permit to burn anywhere in
New York State on January 1.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: So you want to get started around
that area?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes.

MR. LOEB: We would estimate we’ll not be in a position
to give you a full environmental assessment form with
the supplements that we think you want. I even had a
chance to read Mark’s yet but that we think you want
when you deal with traffic and noise for another six
weeks because we’re completing the studies now and
we’re not anxious to give you the document without the
material that we think you should have. So it will
take us that long, that may be why Mark has suggested
you considering assuming lead agency status but you
don’t designate, you don’t classify the project until
you have had a chance to read all the supporting

documents. Of course it will take us that long to do
it.

MR. PETRO: How would that benefit the applicant if we
took lead agency tonight or next meeting?

MR. LOEB: The only reason I like to accomplish
something I’d like to send it out to the DEC to show
that but you can’t take any action until we give, you
really can’t do anything substinative.

MR. PETRO: Until we have all the information required.
So the 20 days it’s a moot point.

MR. EDSALL: Once they submit the complete package that
you have requested, then the 20 days begins.
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MR. PETRO: Can I have a motion for lead agency,
please?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I’1l1 so move.

MR. LANDER: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board take lead agency on the Ira

D. Conklin site plan on River Road. Any further
discussion from the board? If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE

MR. LANDER AYE

MR. DUBALDI AYE

MR. PETRO AYE

MR. PETRO: If you can go over some of these comments

from here, James, initial appearance of this plan looks
in order.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I would say things have been covered
very well.

MR. BABCOCK: Maybe we should get the applicant to
discuss the construction of these buildings, the new
office building. It’s a peculiar layout for a
building, if they are going to be office trailers, it
would require a special permit under the PI zone.
Maybe we ought to get that on record, find out if they
are going to do that.

MR. PETRO: Are they office trailers?

MR. CONKLIN: That is what I was originally planning
on. However, if, you know, I’m pretty flexible.

MR. PETRO: Can you build a regular building there?
MR. CONKLIN: Sure.

MR. PETRO: Out of masonry?
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MR. CONKLIN: Sure, we can do that.

MR. PETRO: That is a nice recommendation, other than
office box cars, especially since you have such a nice
site, I think your landscaping would be more than the
office box cars from the plan.

MR. CONKLIN: Yes.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Otherwise, you can put trailers in
for a period of two years.

MR. PETRO: He wants to build a building.

MR. BABCOCK: It’s right now the board under the PI
zone, only has the power to approve that for a six
month period.

MR. CONKLIN: Our thoughts originally were everything
is portable on this whole plant, including the offices
and the soil, the SRU and anything that is on the
property is portable.

MR. PETRO: Burning unit itself?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Is the burning unit portable too?

MR. CONKLIN: Yes, it is.

MR. LANDER: He was saying before the meeting that this
unit can be taken to a site and set up and used.

MR. EDSALL: Difficulty is in the fact that if it is a
trailer, the zoning law doesn’t permit it. However, if
they put in conventional foundation and had a
pre-manufactured building set on the foundations, then
they’d always have the ability to. We’re now still
trying to resolve if they had pre-manufactured, they
can comply so that is one other option.

MR. PETRO: Why don’t you work that out with the
applicant, the board would like to see a nice structure

—— — M -
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obviously than a trailer. One other thing I don’t know
myself, the burner unit itself, you might want to check
into some setbacks away from maybe the tanks or
buidings or pads, I don’t know if there’s setbacks on
the burner units but according to this scale here, you
have only about 20 feet between all these. I don’t
know how hot that unit gets or if there’s any exterior
temperatures. Look into that and see if there’s any
setbacks.

MR. SHAW: Yes.

MR. LOEB: Do you want any information on the unit?
Ira is prepared to discuss it.

MR. PETRO: DEC.

MR. LOEB: I know that you are familiar with it but
this is another, a later generation.

MR. PETRO: I don’t think we need to know about the
unit.

MR. LANDER: How is the material taken from the burning
unit and how is it stored in this?

MR. CONKLIN: It comes out of, there’s a conveyor that
comes out or the burner, a screw-type conveyer that
comes out of the unit, goes right into the finished
product tank and the material inside is stored in
certain areas.

MR. PETRO: I had one other question, Greg mentioned
that the loading of these tanks would start at four
feet above grade. Are you going to fill the inside of
the tank to four feet to get it up to four feet?

MR. SHAW: No, there will be a ramp.

MR. BABCOCK: Door elevation is 4 foot high, not the
tank.

MR. SHAW: Access would be a ramp up and a ramp inside.

MR. PETRO: I think the Planning Board and I don’t want
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to overstep my bounds but likes the appearance of it
and anything else on your sheet to be done with the
applicant right at this time?

MR. EDSALL: I think the ball is in their court right
now.

MR. PETRO: Thank you.

MR. LOEB: The only thing I’d like you to do is I’d
like the board to agree that we can have this burn test
cause the DEC is going to require that we do it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I have no problen.

MR. LOEB: I want to make sure that you are aware of
it. We want to do it on the site. It’s unusual that
an activity take place before site plan approval is
granted, that is why I want to bring it to everybody’s
attention. 1Ira thinks February is probably the month.

MR. PETRO: I feel as we’re talking the burn unit is
going to come on the site, they are going to have to do
a testing for DEC which will occur before final

approval, do you have any problems with the testing for
DEC purposes?

MR. LANDER: No. What would the tests be for? They’ve
actually seen these units in operation before, I don’t

know, maybe the way the wind blows down there by the
Hudson?

MR. CONKLIN: 1It’s for what’s called air modeling, the
unit is approved in New York State and gives about as
much emissions as a two-family house does with an
oil-fired furnace, for layman’s terms, I guess in a day
but they’ll set up different monitors around the
property and we’ll burn different kinds of soil from
number 4, number 2, diesel fuel, gas lines and take

some readings and verify that it’s going to be all
right.

MR. PETRO: Greg, this is for your information also on
11/22/93 we have municipal fire approval but on
11/7/1993 we have municipal sewer disapproved. Simply
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for information of quality and quantity of water
obviously you told us it’s only going to be bathrooms
in offices so--

MR. SHAW: That will be in the long EAF so that will be
addressed but again it’s just sanitary.

MR. LOEB: Well, as soon as we hear from the DEC on the
date, I’1l1l make sure that you all know about it so that
you can attend. I think we’re all going to want to be
there.

MR. LANDER: I make a motion we adjourn.

MR. DUBALDI: Second it.

ROLL CALL

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE
MR. LANDER AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

Respectfully Submitted By:

S /w C

Frances Roth SoAa™
Stenographer \ﬂi}
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MR. PETRO: Before we get to the regular items on the
agenda, I have this letter from Ira D. Conklin and
Sons. On this date I met with Mark Edsall at the
Association of Towns Seminar and have DEC’s long form
regarding the above subject which is the Clean Earth on
River Road. Please establish your intent for lead
agency at the 2/23/94 Planning Board meeting. See any
problem with that?

MR. EDSALL: No. As a matter of fact, evidently John
had spoken with DEC and they were looking for the
Planning Board’s position on that. If you so move, I
can issue the normal lead agency coordination letter
indicating your intent to take lead agency unless
somebody else indicates that they would care to do so.

MR. PETRO: DEC has no objection?

MR. EDSALL: If you authorize me to send a letter
tonight, I’11 take care of that.

MR. PETRO: Motion to that?

MR. DUBALDI: So moved.

MR. LANDER: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board take lead agency for the Ira
D. Conklin and Sons application site plan. 1Is there

any further discussion from the board members? If not,
roll call.

ROLL CALL

MR. LANDER AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

The Planning Board would like you to send out a letter
to all concerned as we have taken lead agency.

B - -
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REGULAR ITEMS:

I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION (93-37) RIVER ROAD

Gregory Shaw, P.E. of Shaw Engineering appeared before
the board for this proposal.

MR. SHAW: The purpose of me coming before you is to
confirm or actually personally request that which I put
in writing to the board requesting that we establish
the date of April 27 for the public hearing for I.D.C.
Soil Reclamation. We felt it was appropriate now that
we had the test burn behind us on the State inspection
that it be appropriate to set up the public hearing for
the second meeting in April. And that is it in a
nutshell.

MR. PETRO: All the letters went out for the
coordination?

MR. EDSALL: Yes. The 30 day period has not expired
but it will have been long expired by the time the
public hearing is held.

MR. PETRO: So then we can take lead agency?
MR. EDSALL: Correct.

MR. PETRO: I have no problem in setting that date.
Set the date for April 27, 1994 for public hearing on
the I.D.C. Soil Reclamation on River Road.

MR. EDSALL: Anyone interested in bringing forth any
environmental concerns would have that opportunity.

MR. SHAW: Absolutely.

MR. PETRO: That is correct. Applicant have anything
to say to the board at this time?

MR. IRA CONKLIN: No.

MR. LANDER: For the board’s input, I was at the test
burn with Mark and the only people that will be
effected by the noise there is people who live in

T i [—
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Beacon, the way they are going to set it up. It wasn’t
as noisy as I thought it was going to be. They even
have a silencer that they are going to put on it to
even make it quieter.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You mean the noise bounced off the
water? .

MR. LANDER: No, I was only adding a little--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Fun.

MR. LANDER: It was fairly quiet.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I never heard one of those machines.
MR. CONKLIN: We’re working at the Town of Clarkstown
now treating soil then to Poughkeepsie and Valley Forge
Apartments has contaminated soil. We’ll be there.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Where is Valley Forge?

MR. CONKLIN: Forge Hill, it’s near Marko’s.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: When are you going to be there?

MR. CONKLIN: Probably in two weeks.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: 1I’1l1 stop by and take a look.

MR. PETRO: While you’re here, Ira, has anyone
contacted you from the Coastal Station, namely Mr.
Leonardo, the owner? I know they have a large pile of
dirt and the Planning Board at the time of approval has
given them four months I believe it was.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: April 1st.

MR. PETRO: To remove the dirt and have it burnt and
cleaned. They insinuated they were going to have you
do it. You were not open yet, but we want to know that

they are looking to make progress.

MR. CONKLIN: I think they contacted us and asked for
prices. They were in a big rush and we got them prices
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and we haven’t heard from them. We could go right
there on the property and take care of it now right up
from the apartments.

MR. PETRO: You’re able to comply at this point?

MR. CONKLIN: VYes, we need to give the New York State
DEC 15 days notice prior to going on a site but we can
go to any site in New York.

MR. DUBALDI: I move we adjourn.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Second it.

ROLL CALL:

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. LANDER AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

Respectfully-Submitted By:

Y 7 \‘ .. (’_T:'A ‘ .
! i\ RN /
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Frances Roth | f‘qL(
Stenographer /2;(2’
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PUBLIC HEARING:

I.D.C. SOIL RECLAMATION SITE PLAN (93-37)- RIVER ROAD

James Loeb, Esq., Gregory Shaw, P.E., Phillip J.
Grealy, P.E., Carl Monte and Larry Woods appeared
before the board for this proposal.

MR. PETRO: The board will review it and at a later
time, we’ll open it up to the public.

MR. LOEB: Good evening, my name is James Loeb and I’m -
appearing tonight for Ira D. Conklin and Sons, Inc,
they are the contract purchasers of the former
Shotmeyer 0il terminal on the east side of River Road
tax map section 9 block 1 lot 98. The property
consists of approximately 4.4 acres. It’s in the
Planned Industrial Zone. We’re here this evening for a
hearing on a site plan to operate a soil reclamation
unit on the property. It’s an activity that is
permitted in the PI zone subject of course to site plan
approval. We understand our responsibility to address
a series of items in the zoning regulations, noise,
traffic, visual, drainage, landscaping and to
demonstrate that we have taken care to mitigate any
impacts produced by the S.R.U. 1In addition to the New
Windsor Zoning Regulations, we must comply with SEQRA
aand the issues that the Planning Board must consider
in connection with the environmental reviews are
virtually the same that you would consider on a site
plan. As lead agency, you have classified this project
as unlisted and the applicant has prepared and filed an
exceptionally complete environmental assessment form.
It’s a full EAF with supplements for visual
assessments, storm water management, traffic, noise, a
site investigation report, the S.R.U. emissions and
what I think is particularly appropriate for an
operation, a commercial operation, the emergency
response contingency plan. You should also know that
Ira D. Conklin has received an air quality permit from
the DEC, that topic is solely within the jurisdiction
of the DEC. I would suggest that even though the DEC
regulations do not require a public hearing for an
unlisted action, that the board consider this hearing
as part not only of the site plan review but of the

— - — L]
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SEQRA process so that if any issues arise, we can
address them as well as part of the SEQRA concerns.
Our presentation this evening will be made first by Ira
D. Conklin, III as a principle in Ira D. Conklin and
Sons. He will review the proposal from an operational
level. He will be followed by our licensed
professionals, Greg Shaw, Professional Engineer with
the project, engineer who reviewed the site plan,
Phillip J. Grealy, Professional Engineer from John
Collins Engineers, P.C. will address traffic and noise
and finally Carl Monte, a landscape architect will
address the visual aspects, both the existing
conditions on River Road and the visual enhancements
that we propose as part of the project. I think that
the easiest way for us to go through this is we’1ll
produce all of our people, let them run through their
exhibits and their testimony and then of course we’re
here to respond to any questions. We have one other
gentleman with us who may be asked to respond. His
name is Larry Woods, he’s the manufacturer of the unit.
I had not necessarily intended to offer him as a
presenter but he’s here, should any questions come up
about specific operational matters. I think Mr.
Chairman that should permit me to introduce Ira D.
Conklin, III and let him discuss the operation.

MR. PETRO: Thank you.

MR. CONKLIN: Again, for those of you who don’t know
me, my name is Ira Conklin, III. My grandfather
started Ira D. Conklin and Sons, which is a pump and
tank business in the town. I have been active in the
business since 1977. In 1985, New York State enacted
regulations governing underground storage tanks. And
subseguently thereafter, have started regulating the
soil that is around these tanks, if it happens to be
contaminated with oil or gasoline. Up to about three
years ago, there was most of our customers would bring
the soil to landfills, that was the cheapest, the
quickest way to get rid of the soil, get it off their

property. However, everybody was waking up to the fact
that once it’s in the landfills, they are still
responsible for it. The generator is responsible from

cradle to grave. At that point, the landfill’s started
getting gasoline and oils in their systems and back
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charging those generators with that soil and at that
point, we saw the need for a better way to remediate
the soils. We researched many different ways and found
that thermoremediation or thermotreatment of the soils
was pretty much the only way or the best way for our
customers to go most economically and the guickest. 1In
January of this year, the DEC put in a regulations, a
60 day time period for when you find you have
contamination and are listed as a spill number, you
have 60 days to notify the DEC with what you’re going
to do with that soil. So there’s now also a time
constraint for the soil and that is another reason that.-
we need to address this now. We try to stay on the
forefront of the pump and tank business and we’ve got a
lot of people that work for us and we want to keep then
working and keep up on the forefront.

MR. PETRO: Explain for myself and maybe some people
that are here when you say thermoremediation, was that
the right word, what exactly do you do to the so0il?

MR. CONKLIN: Heating the soil in a rotary kiln up to
800 degrees and takes the volatiles, organics, oils,
anything that is in that, super heats the soil, takes
any emissions that come out of that through a bag house
or filter house. From there it goes through a
secondary heater that goes up to 1,500 degrees and
takes all the emissions and everything out of the soil.
The so0il will not grow a weed into it. When it comes
out of the unit, it’s basically not forever but if you
put it out, natural germination would take over and
you’d get some bacteria in the soil. 1It’s a good,
salable item for golf courses who want to fill in their
course without introducing weeds and other foreign
weeds into the golf course. They can put their own
fertilizers and seeds into that.

MR. PETRO: Bottom line is you cook the soil clean. K
MR. CONKLIN: That is pretty much it.

MR. LOEB: If I may, we brought samples of soil that
has been remediated and you may want to just describe:
it and we’ll leave it as an Exhibit because everybody
has asked the same question. We thought it would be a
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good idea so you can see what it is we have.

MR. CONKLIN: This is from New York Telephone in
Poughkeepsie, diesel and gasoline from a diesel and
gasoline tank that came out of the ground and this, the
material has been through the incinerator, doesn’t 1look
or feel or smell anything different.

MR. PETRO: This has been processed?
MR. CONKLIN: That has been processed.
MR. PETRO: This is not processed?

MR. LOEB: It’s a before and after. We can leave those
with you, if you want.

MR. PETRO: Leave them through the public hearing would
be a good idea.

MR. CONKLIN: We, in our normal course of operation,
yearly operation, we generate ourselves or our
customers around 30,000 tons a year of contaminated
soil. There’s a lot of material out there as you know
from your own experience, the station on the Five
Corners in Vails Gate had some material sitting there
for a while. I understand it’s been moved today, for
the few who are wondering about that still. We have
talked with the DEC and the reason we wanted, we have
right now a portable permit. We can go anywhere in New
York State and treat soil and we have been doing so for
the last two months now. We were just awarded a large
bid for the Westchester County Airport which there’s
about 4,500 tons down there. Our reason for wanting a
fixed facility is because the size of gas stations
anymore and by the time you get the building, canopy
and the pumps and the tank area, there’s really not
much room left. And with the large pile of dirt that
takes up the last little bit of room, let alone screen,
M.R.S.U., the o0il tank that is needed for the flame for
the unit, there’s really not enough room and there’s
not control for the general public. Anybody can come
in and walk around and we’re looking for a controlled
spot instead of out at a smaller station. We can truck
the material into the plant and treat it safely.
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: How many tons can you treat a day?
MR. CONKLIN: We can treat about 20 tons an hour.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That means in and out?

MR. CONKLIN: It takes about 7 minutes, I believe, in
drum time. It depends on what the soil is contaminated
with, if it’s contaminated with heavier or lighter
oils. We’ve talked with the DEC about siting a
facility. We had a few different places picked out.

We talked to them and they, the consensus between
ourselves and our initial feeling from you folks that
the River Road property would be, our neighbors are all
alike down there, they are dealing with flamable
ligquids and they’ve got tractor trailers running in and
out and it’s a good area. The property that we’re
looking to purchase does have some contamination on it
and we’'re going to clean up that property along with
it.

MR. PETRO: Be your own first customer.

MR. CONKLIN: Yeah, so to speak.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Have you got all the permits from the
DEC that is needed?

MR. CONKLIN: We have applied for all of the permits
from the DEC. They however don’t move that quickly. I
understand that we’re getting a negative declaration
right now that they have no problems with it this week.
May 2nd they said they issued it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: When we take a negative dec, we have
to make sure the DEC approves it before we can do
anything.

MR. CONKLIN: I can‘t speak for the DEC on what they’1ll
do and what they’ll say. The feedback we have had is
that they need it and they are positive about it and we
haven’t heard any negatives from them so far.

MR. LOEB: Let me address that for a minute. It’s an

d
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interesting mixture as you heard Ira say, it is
approved and can go anywhere in New York State so that
the DEC has already approved the operation of this unit
on a portable basis site to site to site. It’s my
belief that the DEC is in part waiting to hear from the
Town of New Windsor and an approval to locate this unit
on a permanent basis, because they want to make sure
that you are satisfied that we have met the local
regulations. None of us have jurisdiction over
emissions and air quality. That is all DEC. We know
that we can meet that because we already have that
permit on a portable basis. So while in a sense it’s a“’
chicken and an egg, it really isn’t. We know from the
DEC’s prior action that they are looking very favorably
on this. This is an environmental cleanup procedure,
the one that works. We really think that at the end of
the hearing, you’ll be satisfied and we’re going to
call upon you when you are satisfied to act. We think
that will help us spur the DEC on. I think they are
waiting to, they are frankly.

MR. PETRO: Jim, you touched on another point I’11
address this to anyone that can answer it about the
emissions. I know that the DEC said it’s fine on the
portable unit. Are there any smells or odors or
anything that goes into the atmosphere that is going to
bother neighbors or going to be offensive to anyone
living in the area that you know of?

MR. CONKLIN: We have been running the machine. My
experience with the machine is about 2 1/2 months now
and we have not, we don’t have any emissions coming
out. The CO, carbon monoxide, coming out of the stack
of the final stack, a car puts off around 90 parts per
million. We’re returning between 27 and 32 parts per
million so we’re way below what a car would be. Oour
limits set by the DEC is 100 parts per million.

MR. PETRO: No foul odor at all?

MR. CONKLIN: No, there’s a steam emission that comes
off. The soil comes out at around 400, between 4 and
500 degrees coming out of it and we introduce moisture
into that soil so we don’t have dust. In doing that,
there’s a steam, a vapor that comes off. But that is
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the only vapor and there’s no order to it, it’s steam
is what it is.

MR. PETRO: Steam would dissipate before it got--

MR. CONKLIN: I think the steam dissipates within 30
feet at the most on a real cold day.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Not to start any problems, what about
the Fisherman’s Association, Hudson River Association,

all these people, are they going to be looking at this,
DEC have total control? d

MR. LOEB: DEC has got all control of that aspect of
it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I’'m not looking to start trouble, you
cover yourself, we cover ourselves.

MR. LOEB: You’ll hear from our landscape architect how
he has identified visual enhancements on the site and
I’'l1l let him explain to you when he makes his
presentation we may be the only area on River Road with
industrial use and tanks that has taken that into
consideration. There’s no need or reason to have shiny
tanks anymore certainly not for what we’re doing so
we’ve considered that we think that we’re going to be
virtually invisible from the river and we think we’re
going to be a pretty good neighbor. Remember, as
you’ll see on this site plan, the railroad crosses our
property. We’re on both sides of it, so that it’s not
as if we’re operating in virgin, untouched territory.
That railroa